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Introduction 

INITIATION 

By letter of April 25, 1989, the Majority Leader, Senator Mitch- 
ell, and Senators Inouye and Rudman, the former Chairman and 
Vice Chairman of the Senate Select Committee on Secret Military 
Assistance to Iran and the Nicaraguan Opposition (the “Iran- 
Contra Committee” created pursuant to S. Res. 23 (100th Con- 
gress)), asked the Select Committee on Intelligence (SSCI), as heir 
to and custodian of the Iran-Contra Committee files, to ascertain 
whether certain documents which had been released to the public 
in the course of the criminal trial of Oliver North had been provid- 
ed in 1987 to the Iran-Contra Committee during the course of its 
investigation and, if not, to determine why such a failure had oc- 
curred. The letter cited six National Security Council (NSC) docu- 
ments, four of which appeared never to have been made available 
to the Iran-Contra Committees and two which appeared to have 
been furnished in an incomplete or materially-different form. (See 
Appendix A.) 

The Chairman and Vice Chairman responded by letter of April 
26, 1989, expressing their intention to begin a review of the matter 
immediately. (See Appendix B.) 

CONDUCT OF THE SSCI REVIEW 

The SSCI first confirmed that none of the versions of the six doc- 
uments released during the North trial could be found in the 
Senate Iran-Contra Committee’s files, or located by its House coun- 
terpart. As part of this initial inquiry, the SSCI assessed the degree 
of confidence one should have in the records of the Iran-Contra 
Committees themselves. With respect to the Senate Iran-Contra 
Committee, while certain shortcomings were evident, we concluded 
that its records provided a high degree of reliability. The account- 
ing system for the House Iran-Contra Committee documents was 
not as comprehensive as that used by the Senate Committee. 

The SSCI also examined at the outset whether the documents, in 
fact, involved matters which were within the terms of the docu- 
ment requests made to the White House, including the NSC. Our 
tentative conclusion was that they appeared to be encompassed by 
such requests. 

Having reached these tentative conclusions, the SSCI began by 
meeting with the former Chief Counsels of each congressional in- 
vestigating committee, Arthur Liman for the Senate and John 
Nields for the House, to ascertain how the document production 
process had worked from their perspectives and what, if an 3 dhing, 
they could recall about the documents themselves. (Dther former 
Committee staff members were also interviewed. 
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The SSCI then reviewed all of the Iran-Contra Committees’ cor- 
respondence with the White House and Independent Counsel to 
identify correspondence relating to the document production proc- 
ess. 

The SSCI then turned to interviews of the key individuals who 
had been involved in the document production process as it related 
to White House documents: the White House Counsel’s office, 
which supervised the process; the NSC staff involved; the archivists 
detailed to the White House to conduct the file searches; the key 
FBI agents involved in the searches; and, finally, members of the 
staff of the Independent Counsel who were involved in the docu- 
ment production process. The Independent Counsel’s office also pro- 
vided answers to written interrogatories submitted by the Commit- 
tee, summarizing the activities of all the FBI agents working under 
their supervision in the document production process. 

In addition, SSCI staff was permitted to examine the actual docu- 
ments which came to light during the North trial in the folders 
and boxes in which they had been stored both during and after the 
searches in question. The White House also provided copies of the 
work sheets on each document that had been provided in a differ- 
ent form to the investigating committees which indicated how the 
document had been handled within the White House. 

The SSCI also undertook as part of this review an examination of 
all of the exhibits released to the public during the North trial to 
ascertain whether there were documents other than the six which 
had been identified by Senators Mitchell, Inouye and Rudman 
which had not been provided to the Committees. This review re- 
sulted in the determination that one additional document — relating 
to the same series of documents referred to previously involving 
the approach to the Honduran government in February, 1985 — had 
been provided to the Committees in a materially-different form. 
This document was then included in the ongoing review and analysis. 
(See page 38.) 

The Committee received the complete cooperation of the White 
House and former White House officials with respect to the con- 
duct of this review. 


CONTENT OF REPORT 

, The following report consists of an Executive Summary which 
also sets forth the Findings and Conclusions of the SSCI. A detailed 
description of the document production process and an analysis of 
the particular documents at issue conclude the report. 



Executive Summary 


During the period of the congressional investigations into the 
Iran-Contra — roughly December, 1986 through November, 1987 — 
there were essentially two searches of White House records for rel- 
evant documents. The first, which was undertaken pursuant to 
somewhat limited guidelines from the Attorney General, took place 
in December, 1986-January, 1987. It was essentially limited to the 
1985-86 files of key National Security Council (NSC) staff members, 
present and former, who were the subject of the investigations, as 
well as a portion of the NSC’s most sensitive institutional files. The 
search criteria focused largely on the arms sales to Iran and the 
diversion of proceeds from such sales to the Nicaraguan resistance. 
A second search, which was much broader in scope and which en- 
compassed all White House files created during the Reagan Admin- 
istration, occured in March-June, 1987. 

A year later, as a result of two discovery orders issued in the 
course of the North litigation, the files of the NSC were searched 
again, and North and his attorneys were permitted to select and 
copy any document they wished from his own files. According to 
the Independent Counsel, who received copies of the documents 
produced in these 1988 searches, roughly 15,000 pages of “new” 
material were produced as a result. 

Of the seven documents which were introduced into evidence at 
North’s trial in 1989 which appeared not to have been produced to 
the congressional investigating committees two years earlier, six 
were produced to the Independent Counsel for the first time as a 
result of these 1988 discovery searches. The remaining document 
was, in fact, produced during the 1987 searches to the Independent 
Counsel, and, according to White House records, to the Iran-Contra 
Committees as well. The White House, in fact, has a signed receipt 
showing acceptance of the box in which the document was purport- 
edly transmitted. The Committees, however, never entered the doc- 
ument into their records, never became aware of its existence, and 
may never have received it. 

THE SIX “new” documents 

During the 1988 discovery searches, copies of all six “new” docu- 
ments were found in North’s flies or in the files of Robert McFar- 
lane, all of which had been moved to North’s office (Room 302 in 
the Old Executive Office Building) for searching during the initial 
search in December, 1986-January, 1987. Second copies of three of 
these documents were also found in 1988 in other NSC files which 
had been previously searched. 

North’s files and those of other key NSC staff were, in fact, 
searched completely during both searches which occurred during 
the congressional investigations. Apart from several very limited 
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searches by White House attorneys, responding to specific requests, 
the only known searches of these files were by FBI agents assigned 
to the Independent Counsel. 

During the first search of these files, the FBI agents were operat- 
ing under the limited search criteria established by the Attorney 
General, which do not appear likely to have captured the docu- 
ments in question. 

During the second search of these files — the so-called “omnibus 
search” performed in March-June, 1987— the situation is more am- 
biguous. During this search, the FBI agents were using criteria pro- 
vided by the Independent Counsel which were intended to locate 
evidence in support of a criminal investigation and prosecution. 
The six documents, relating to a series of U.S. diplomatic actions 
towards the government of Honduras were, according to the FBI 
agents involved, on the borderline of the criminal investigation. 
Versions of three of the six documents were, in fact, produced 
during the second search, suggesting that certain of the FBI agents 
considered them relevant under the Independent Counsel’s criteria. 
On the other hand, it is apparent that the copies in North’s files 
and the copies found in other NSC files which produced during the 
summer of 1988 had not been selected during the earlier searches. 

None of the six documents at issue turned up in the searches of 
the institutional files of the NSC during either the 1987 or 1988 
searches. Nor were any originals of the six identified during the 
course of these searches. It now appears, as a result of a recent 
(May, 1989) search undertaken at the Reagan presidential library 
in California, that the originals of three of the six documents had 
been segregated from the NSC institutional files in a special “head 
of state” file maintained by an NSC records administrator which 
apparently was not searched in either the 1987 or 1988 searches. 
(See page 10.) 

THE SEVENTH “NEW” DOCUMENT 

The seventh “new” document was a memorandum dated October 
30, 1985, from North to McFarlane requesting that McFarlane 
obtain approval from the President for certain reconnaissance 
flights over Nicaragua. Attached to the memorandum was a note, 
apparently also from North to McFarlane, suggesting that at the 
time he saw the President, McFarlane advised him that “we infend 
to air-drop [certain] intelligence to two Resistance units . . . along 
with two Honduran provided 106 recoilless rifles . . .” This would 
have been occurring at a time when intelligence-sharing was per- 
mitted, but U.S. assistance was limited to humanitarian aid. Al- 
though notations on the memorandum itself appear to indicate 
that McFarlane’s then-deputy Admiral Poindexter obtained the 
President’s approval for the proposed reconnaissance, the memo- 
randum does not indicate whether the substance of the note was 
conveyed to the President. 

White House records show that the memorandum in question 
(one page of which contained redactions), together with the at- 
tached note, were found in North’s files on March 27, 1987, and 
transmitted to the Committees on April 24, 1987. The number as- 
signed to the document by the White House was included on a list 
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of documents purportedly transmitted to the Committees on the 
date specified, and the White House retained a receipt from the 
Senate Committee on that date for several boxes of documents. The 
letter of transmittal which accompanied these boxes indicated that 
this document was among those receipted for. 

The document could not be found in the files of either House or 
Senate Iran-Contra Committee, however, and key staff members do 
not recall it. Without exception, they stated it would have been 
considered relevant and believe they would have remembered 
having seen it. 

White House representatives state that the lists of documents 
being transmitted were routinely prepared by pulling the docu- 
ments out of the box to be delivered and recording them immedi- 
ately prior to sealing and delivery, but apparently this procedure 
was not followed with respect to the box containing the document 
in question. 



Findings and Conclusions 

The SSCI pursued every logical avenue of inquiry in its review of 
this matter for as long as it appeared productive. The findings and 
conclusions which follow are based upon these inquiries. 

The SSCI does not rule out the possibility, however, that new evi- 
dence could emerge in the future which might alter these findings 
and conclusions. Indeed, definite answers may yet emerge to ques- 
tions whose answers here are necessarily inconclusive. The Com- 
mittee has simply come to the point of exhausting what appear at 
this juncture to be productive leads, and it believes the possibility 
that additional new information might emerge does not justify fur- 
ther delay in providing its report to the Senate. 

WITH RESPECT TO WHETHER THE SEVEN DOCUMENTS IN QUESTION HAD 

BEEN DELIBERATELY WITHHELD FROM THE IRAN-CONTRA COMMITTEES 

1. The (Committee found no evidence to suggest that six of the 
seven documents, all involving aspects of a U.S. diplomcitic ap- 
proach to the Government of Honduras in February-April, 1985 
(“the Honduran documents’’), had been deliberately and systemati- 
cally withheld by the White House, or persons within the White 
House, from the congressional investigating committees. With 
regard to the seventh document, the October 30, 1985 memorandum, 
the Committee also found no evidence of a deliberate attempt to pre- 
vent the document from reaching the Committees, but the circum- 
stances surrounding its failure to be provided suggest a different ex- 
planation than do those regarding the Honduran documents. 

2. With regard to the six Honduran documents, the circumstances 
suggest that any systematic effort by the White House to prevent 
their production to the Committees would have been difficult to ac- 
complish and inconsistent with a number of other actions taken by 
the White House: 

To deliberately preclude those six documents being pro- 
duced to the Committees, it would have been necessap^ to 
remove all copies from White House files. Due to the inad- 
equacies of the NSC’s filing system at the time, there were 
no available means for anyone to determine where aU 
copies of any particular document were located. NSC insti- 
tutional files, as well as the personal and office files of 
NSC staff components were all potential sources of copies 
of the documents in question. 

More importantly, the files most likely to contain copies 
of the documents in question — those belonging to North, 
McFarlane, and Poindexter and other key NSC staff-re- 
mained, for the most part, relatively inaccessible during 
the period of the congressional investigations. North s 
files, in fact, were secured by NSC staff in Room 302 of the 

( 7 ) 



8 


OEOB during the afternoon following the Attorney Gener- 
al’s news conference on November 25, 1986. The files of 
McFarlane, Poindexter, and the other NSC staff principals 
involved were brought into Room 302 later that week. On 
November 28, 1986, the FBI took joint custody of the Room 
302 files and controlled entry to the room during the 
period of the first searches. As files were reviewed they 
would be moved to a vault on the 5th floor of the OEOB. 
Once the searches were concluded at the end of January, 
1987, control of the files was returned to the custody of the 
NSC staff officer in charge of the documents. During the 
period between the first and second searches of these 
records (i.e. between January and late March, 1987), access 
to the vault was apparently limited to NSC staff attorneys 
who required access to make limited searches, e.g. to satis- 
fy the requests of the Tower Board. Indeed, with the excep- 
tion of these searches and a September, 1987 search of 19 
of North’s files by a representative of the White House 
Counsel’s office in response to a request from the House 
Committee, no one other than FBI agents was permitted to 
search the files of the key NSC staff involved in the Iran- 
Contra affair during 1987. 

In fact, anyone attempting to prevent the production of 
the six documents in question would not only have had to 
also obtain access to the files themselves, but would have 
had to learn in which boxes the six documents were 
stored. Otherwise, any such person would be confronted 
with searching literally hundreds of cardboard boxes to 
identify the documents in question. This would have 
meant at a minimum that the NSC documents control offi- 
cer and/or representatives of the White House Counsel’s 
office would have to provide information identifying the 
boxes in which the pertinent documents were stored. Both 
deny that this ever occurred. 

Indeed, copies of all six documents were ultimately 
found in 1988 in files of the key NSC staff involved in the 
matter. 

It is also clear that the White House staff did not, as a 
practical matter, have complete control of the document 
production process. While the White House Counsel’s 
office played a role in confirming the relevance of docu- 
ments selected by the FBI, it was not the sole arbiter of 
relevancy issues. If FBI agents considered White House 
documents as relevant and the White House Counsel dis- 
agreed, the matter was settled in a discussion between the 
Independent Counsel’s office and the White House Coun- 
sel. Further, members of the NSC staff who were partici- 
pants in the document production process were limited pri- 
marily, if not totally, to records administrators and securi- 
ty officers and did not include policy staff with a connec- 
tion to the controversy. Their role was chiefly to pull the 
documentation together for archivists and FBI agents to 
search. The criteria for the searches, including ke 3 nvords 
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for computer searches, were developed in coordination 
with the Independent Counsel. 

The Iran-Contra Committees were given access to copies 
of earlier drafts of four of the documents at issue which 
conveyed much of the substance of matters covered by the 
six documents in question. If the intent was to conceal 
from the Congress the fact of approval of these documents, 
unsigned drafts or other documents conveying the sub- 
stance of the information, e.g. presidential diary entries, 
would likely not have been provided. The Iran-Contra 
Committees might have followed up on those documents if 
they had chosen to do so. 

Moreover, the Iran-Contra Committees were given access 
to other documents which raised similar concerns. For ex- 
ample, the Committees’ final report at page 46 discusses at 
some length the Administration’s deliberations regarding 
a quid pro quo for another country, identified as country 
14, for the assistance being provided to the Contras. It 
would seem incongruous that a deliberate, systematic 
effort would have been made to conceal quid pro quo delib- 
erations involving one country and not the other. 

Although the White House refused to permit staff from 
the Iran-Contra Committees to review personally North’s 
files, the White House did offer the Committees, at two 
points in the process, an opportunity to select files listed 
on inventories of North’s files to be reviewed to determine 
whether all the documents relevant to the Committees’ 
needs had been selected. The first such offer was made in 
a White House letter of March 12, 1987, in which the 
White House offered to go through selected files with the 
chief counsels of each Committee. A similar offer was 
made in a White House letter of June 9, 1987, in which the 
White House offered to have archivists search any files on 
the inventories identified by the Committees in accordance 
with whatever criteria the Committees wished to impose. 
These inventories, in fact, listed the files in which the six 
documents ultimately were found. Although it would have 
been difficult, given the general titles of these files, for the 
Committees to ascertain which of them may have con- 
tained relevant documents, and indeed, the Committees 
knew those files had been thoroughly searched already, 
providing such an opportunity would not appear consistent 
with a delibertate effort to avoid production of such docu- 
ments. 

While there is evidence that during the course of the 
congressional investigations, relevant documents were 
missed in the initial searches and had to be specifically re- 
quested later by the Committees, there is no evidence that 
any such requests were denied, nor any evidence to indi- 
cate any other documents were deliberately withheld with- 
out the Committees’ being advised. Of those involved in 
the document production process who have been inter- 
viewed, none provided any evidence whatsoever suggesting 
a deliberate effort or attempt on the part of anyone relat- 
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ed to this process to withhold information from the con- 
gressional investigating committees. Indeed, a great deal of 
information, seemingly more embarrassing an3 damaging 
to the Administration then at issue here, was produced by 
this process and provided to the Committees. 

3. While there is no direct evidence to suggest it occurred, the 
SSCI review cannot, however, absolutely rule out the possibility that 
selective efforts could have been made by an unknown person or per- 
son^ to remove certain copies of the documents in question from cer- 
tain files, without attempting a comprehensive effort to remove all 
such copies. The inquiry did confirm that the opportunity to 
remove copies of such documents was present, and, indeed, in some 
cases, documents were not found in the places they should have 
been. For example, no original of any of the Honduran documents 
was ever produced from the NSC institutional files during the 1987 
or 1988 searches. 

Although access to the Room 302 files was relatively limited, con- 
trol rested with the NSC staff immediately before and after the 
first searches. Furthermore, in the case of White House and NSC 
files which were not searched during the first searches (i.e. the 
“non-302” files), these were not segregated and secured until late 
March or early April, 1987. These included certain NSC institution- 
al files as well as White House files. 

White House representatives have advised, in fact, that the origi- 
nals of three of the six documents including the February 19, 1985, 
memorandum — which reflected Presidential approval of the pro- 
posed approach to the Honduran government — were only recently 
located at the Reagan presidential library in California. They were 
found stapled together in a separate NSC file reportedly main- 
tained by an NSC records administrator as a “convenience” file to 
enable him to produce quickly the originals of presidential corre- 
spondence or memoranda involving heads of state. Such originals 
would ordinarily have been placed within the NSC System II insti- 
tutional file, but in this case copies of the originals were reportedly 
made and placed in the System II file. These copies were not identi- 
fied as a result of the search of System II which occurred in 
March- June, 1987, although it does appear that the February 19, 
1985, memorandum was identified in the ke)rword search and 
either could not be located or weis found but never produced. It also 
appears, from the absence of markings on the box in which the sep- 
arate “heads of state” file, referred to above, was ultimately found, 
that it had not been searched heretofore in an attempt to locate 
this or other System II documents. The NSC Records Administra- 
tor who maintained this file was not involved in the search of 
System II and did not recall ever being asked to locate documents 
which could not be found in System II itself 

The SSCI found no direct evidence to conclude that this particu- 
lar file, or any of the six documents which failed to be identified or 
found during the 1987 search of System II, had, in fact, been pur- 
posefully withheld or removed from the document production process. 

4. Although a deliberate effort to remove copies of certain of the 
documents cannot be entirely ruled out, the failure of the document 
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production process in 1986-87 to produce the six Honduran docu- 
ments can most likely be attributed to the mistaken, but good faith 
judgment of the FBI agents conducting the search that the docu- 
ments in question were not relevant. The Committee bases this con- 
clusion on the following facts established by its review: 

Copies of all six documents in question were ultimately 
found in files which had originally been moved to Room 
302 and were later stored in an NSC vault. They had not 
been produced either to the Committees or to the Inde- 
pendent Counsel during the 1986-87 searches. With the ap- 
parent exception of several limited searches by White 
House staff attorneys, these files were searched exclusively 
by the FBI agents assigned to the Independent Counsel. 
Recent examination of the documents in question showed 
there were no notations on any of the six documents indi- 
cating they had been selected as relevant during the 1986- 
87 searches. 

With respect to the copies of two of the documents 
which were found in other NSC files in 1988, they too con- 
tained no notations indicating they had been previously se- 
lected in the 1987 searches. Apparently, they either were 
missed by the archivists and never reviewed by the FBI 
agents during the March-May, 1987 searches or were se- 
lected by the archivists and were subsequently not selected 
by the FBI agents upon review. All of the archivists state 
today that they clearly would have considered the docu- 
ments relevant under their criteria. Thus, while human 
error cannot be entirely discounted, the fact that the docu- 
ments were missed appears more likely to have been be- 
cause the FBI agents involved in the searches did not 
select them as relevant. 

5. The decision of certain of the FBI agents not to select the six 
documents as relevant during the 1987 searches most likely was a 
result of ambiguity of the selection criteria used in the two searches 
which occurred. During the first search, the criteria employed in the 
search appear clearly inadequate to produce the documents in ques- 
tion. Focused upon arms sales to Iran and diversion to the Contras, 
these criteria did not expressly reach to solicitation of third-country 
support for the Contras. During the second “omnibus search, ” the 
criteria under which the FBI agents were operating appear ambigu- 
ous as they applied to U.S. Government solicitations of third-coun- 
try support for the Nicaraguan resistance and, in particular, to so- 
licitations of such support from the Government of Honduras. The 
Committee arrives at these conclusions based upon the following 
evidence; 

During the first search which took place in December, 
1986-January, 1987, the FBI agents utilized search criteria 
calling for documents created between January 1, 1985, 
and November 28, 1986, involving (1) arms activities with 
Iran; (2) hostage negotiations using arms as an induce- 
ment; and (3) financial aid to the Contras which related to 
Iran or Israel. 



12 


During the second, “omnibus” search of White House 
records, which took place in March-June, 1987, the FBI 
agents used as the sole basis for their search the criteria 
set forth in a memorandum of the Independent Counsel to 
the White House dated February 27, 1987. As they per- 
tained to assistance to the Nicaraguan resistance, these 
criteria called for “[a]ll documents, files and records of any 
kind pertaining to . . . the provision or coordination of 
support for persons or entities engaged as military insur- 
gents in armed conflict with the Government of Nicaragua 
since 1984, including but not limited to, all documents, 
records, files and bank records relating to any individuals 
and entities listed in [other portions of the memoran- 
dum].” None of the individuals and entities listed else- 
where in the memorandum included the country of Hon- 
duras or the name of Honduran President Suazo, nor did 
they list President Reagan or Vice President Bush among 
the U.S. officials. 

Thus, while the critiera which governed the second 
search generally did encompass assistance to the Nicara- 
guan Resistance, they did not expressly call for documents 
relating to U.S. solicitation of third-country support for 
the Nicaraguan Resistance, nor did they specifically men- 
tion the names of the country or individuals most promi- 
nently involved with this particular episode. 

As indicated, there were, in fact, drafts of four of the 
documents in question which were selected by FBI agents 
using the criteria listed above. These were provided, to the 
Committees in a different form than that ultimately pro- 
duced at the North trial. Clearly, this indicates that one or 
more agents interpreted the criteria to include these docu- 
ments as relevant. In fact, in recent interviews of the 
agents, the Committee found differing views of the rel- 
evancy issue. The general consensus was the Honduran 
documents would have been “marginally relevant” to the 
Independent Counsel criteria. Symbolizing this ambiguity, 
a copy of one of the Honduran documents was, in fact, 
placed in the “borderline” file by one of the agents for 
later determination of relevance during the “omnibus 
search.” 

Finally, it is clear that the FBI agents conducting these 
searches were acting under the supervision of the Inde- 
pendent Counsel throughout, and did not take direction 
from anyone on the White House staff. 

6. The Committee is unable to explain with certainty why the sev- 
enth document in question, the October 30, 1985, memorandum with 
the North note attached, never came to the Committee’s attention. 
Pertinent facts about this document can be summarized as follows: 

The document was pulled by the FBI agents from 
North’s office files on March 31, 1987, and subsequently 
produced to the Independent Counsel. 

White House records show that the document, including 
the attached note, was also transmitted and received by 
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both Committees in redacted form on April 24, 1987. 
(There were no redactions in the note itself.) The number 
assigned by the White House to the document (199) was 
contained within a group of numbers (196-201) on a list of 
documents received and receipted for by the Senate Com- 
mittee on that date. 

White House representatives explained that by April, 
1987, the transmittal lists for documents sent to the Iran- 
Contra Committees were without exception being prepared 
by two military support personnel — one, an attorney and 
the other, an administrative specialist. Each document 
which had been copied for the two Committees would be 
placed in a box and the White House number identifying 
the document would he recorded and an inventory pre- 
pared. This inventory would then be used to prepare the 
transmittal letter to the Iran-Contra Committees. Once the 
inventory had heen prepared, the box would be sealed by 
the same military personnel and transported to the Com- 
mittees, where receipts were obtained. 

The SSCI review has shown, however, that at least in 
this particular instance, the process did not work in this 
manner. The transmittal list, in fact, contained the num- 
bers of sixteen documents which were not sent to the Com- 
mittee, hut rather were put in the “access only” file at the 
Old Executive Office Building (OEOB). Moreover, none of 
the documents in the group of numbers in which #199 
was included was entered into the records of the Commit- 
tee. 

Neither the House nor Senate Committees’ records show 
that the document was entered into their files, nor do any 
of the staff members of either Committee who were inter- 
viewed remember seeing it. Hand searches of all of the 
files received by the Senate Committee on April 24, 1987, 
as well as other possibly pertinent files, similarly failed to 
produce the document in question. 

The Senate Iran-Contra Committee routinely entered 
into its files each document that it received. It did not con- 
firm in every case, however, that all documents which 
were listed on the transmittal list were, in fact, received. 
Thus, it is impossible to ascertain whether the document 
was, in fact, ever received by the Senate Committee. 

House Iran-Contra Committee records did not prove to 
be sufficiently clear to determine whether the document 
had been received. 

Although faulty recordkeeping at both Committees pre- 
cludes a conclusive determination that the document in 
question was received, given the fact that none of the doc- 
uments in the series of numbers (six including # 199) used 
by the White House was entered into the records of the 
Committees, that the Committees themselves would not 
have treated these as a distinct group of documents, and 
that there were errors made at the White House in the 
case of this particular transmittal, the SSCI does not be- 
lieve it likely that the document in question was among 
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those which were delivered to the Committees on April 24, 
1987. 

In addition to the possible transmittal of this document 
to the Committees, White House records confirm that an 
unredacted page of the document was placed in an “access 
only” file and reviewed at the OEOB by Senate and House 
Committee staff. The unredacted page did not, however, 
have a copy of the North note attached. It also appears 
that the original of this memorandum was among those re- 
viewed by staff of the Committees for possible forgery or 
alteration. Only the letterhead and watermarks on the sta- 
tionery were examined at this time, however, and the 
North note was apparently not attached. 

WITH RESPECT TO THE DOCUMENT PRODUCTION PROCESS 

As with any such review, it is always easier with hindsight to 
find fault with how a process such as this one was handled. Given 
the enormous difficulties in undertaking and completing an investi- 
gation of this nature in a relatively short period of time, it is not 
surprising that accommodations and mutual assurances were relied 
upon to get the job done. The SSCI, therefore, does not wish its 
criticisms of the document production process to obscure its overall 
impression that the process worked remarkably well, a tribute to 
cooperation and good faith on the part of all parties who participat- 
ed in it. Indeed, the Iran-Contra Committees received over 300,000 
pages of documents from the Administration, including approxi- 
mately 70,000 pages from the White House itself. 

Neither, irnportantly, does the Committee view the apparent 
shortcomings it found as providing a cause for serious concern with 
respect to the fundamental success of the investigation. The Iran- 
Contra Committees had the benefit not only of White House docu- 
ments, but also of the testimony of hundreds of witnesses, and hun- 
dreds of thousands of pages of documents from departments and 
agencies within the Executive branch. The Committees got the 
story. 

The following findings, therefore, are primarily intended to bene- 
fit those who may be faced with similar responsibilities, again in 
very difficult circumstances, at some future point. 

1. The White House staff should have taken a substantive role in 
ensuring that all relevant documents had been produced to the 
Committees. The White House itself had an obligation to the Iran- 
Contra Committees, agreed to by the President, to ensure that the 
document production process produced all documents relevant to 
the Committees’ needs. In fact, the role of White House staff was 
limited to confirming as relevant documents which had been select- 
ed for a criminal investigation. White House representatives made 
repeated and broad assurances to the Committees that they were 
receiving all White House documents that were relevant to their 
needs. While the SSCI does not doubt these assurances were made 
in good faith, the White House staff, in fact, had no way of know- 
ing if other documents responsive to the Committees’ criteria were 
not being selected. 
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If the White House would not permit representatives from the 
Committees to do it, then White House staff should have arranged 
for an impartial review of the files of at least the key NSC partici- 
pants in the congressional investigation to ensure all documents 
relevant to congressional needs were being produced. This was nec- 
essary, in fact, to satisfy the President’s own commitment. 

The Iran-Contra Committees, particularly the Senate Committee, 
did not insist on such a review, at least prior to September, 1987. 
Clearly, it would have created an issue, given the additional re- 
sources that would have been required and the burgeoning work- 
load already imposed upon those involved. Nevertheless, it would 
have provided greater assurance to all sides that the process had 
worked. 

2. The Committees should, at a minimum, have reviewed and con- 
firmed as satisfactory for their purposes, the search criteria being 
utilized by the FBI agents to search White House records. The Hon- 
duran documents, in fact, provide an excellent example of a topic 
which would have been of great significance to the Iran-Contra 
Committees, i.e. Presidential or Vice Presidential involvement in 
efforts to obtain third-country support for the contras, which may 
have been of “marginal relevance” to the criminal investigation. 
Indeed, the search criteria were not explicit on this particular 
topic. 

To some extent, it is clear that the Iran-Contra Committees were 
relying upon broad assurances from the White House that they 
were receiving everything that might be relevant. On the other 
hand, the Committees knew of the reliance upon FBI agents for the 
initial searches, and, at least in time, became aware that the White 
House staff was not conducting its own review. They did not, how- 
ever, seek to ascertain whether the actual search criteria being 
used by the FBI satisfied their needs. 

Indeed, as it now appears, there was confusion on this point. The 
White House staff believed the FBI was using search criteria estab- 
lished hy its memorandum of March 27, 1987, when, in fact, the 
FBI was using criteria supplied by the Independent Counsel a 
month earlier. While the differences in these two sets of criteria 
are not substantial, it is clear than no effort was made to ensure 
the congressional criteria were encompassed by the search criteria 
which were actually used. 

At two points in the process, the Committees were provided with 
an opportunity to select files which had already been reviewed for 
a search under whatever criteria they wished to impose. This was 
not actually done until after the Committees’ hearings were over, 
and then only on a limited scale. Had this been done early in the 
process in a more systematic way, it could have served as a check 
to see how well the process was working. 

In any case, the Committees, if they were to agree to an arrange- 
ment where persons who were not acting under their control were 
given sole responsibility for producing documents to satisfy their 
needs, should have satisfied themselves that those needs were, in 
fact, being met. 

3. White House records pertaining to the Iran-contra affair should 
have been segregated and secured far earlier than they were. The 
files of North and the other key NSC staff participants in the Iran- 
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contra affair were segregated and secured by FBI agents three days 
after the Attorney General’s news conference on November 25, 
1986. They were returned (unsealed) by the FBI to NSC custody 
and control after the December, 1986-January, 1987 searches and 
searched again by the FBI agents in March-June, 1987. All of the 
other NSC and White House files which pertained to the investiga- 
tion were not segregated or secured until roughly April 1, 1987, over 
four months after the investigation began. The opportunity for 
records to be tampered with or removed during this period is ap- 
parent. 

4. Given the enormous volume of documents the Iran-Contra Com- 
mittees were handling, some shortcomings in accounting procedure 
could be anticipated. Indeed, aspects of the Committees ’ recordkeep- 
ing systems could have been improved. While the Senate Committee 
records were more comprehensive and far better organized than 
those of its House counterpart, neither provided an optimal degree 
of control. The Senate Committee, for example, did not routinely 
check White House transmittal letters to ascertain that the docu- 
ments receipted for, had, in fact, been delivered. Also since the 
Committee did not record in its own computerized index the num- 
bers assigned to documents by the White House, it often proved dif- 
ficult to determine whether a particular document had been re- 
ceived. 



Part I. Summary of the Document Production Process 

A. THE FIRST SEARCHES: NOVEMBER 1986-JANUARY 1987 
NSC Files Are Secured and Reviewed 

At noon on November 25, 1986, the story of the arms sales to 
Iran and the diversion of funds to the Nicaraguan resistance was 
made public by the Attorney General. The NSC documents custodi- 
an/security officer, Brenda Reger, along with Secret Service 
agents, secured the documents in North’s office (Room 302 of the 
Old Executive Office Building) the same afternoon, and had the 
locks changed. Reger alone had the combination. She also had 
Poindexter’s files moved into 302 on November 26, 1986. Initially, 
Reger placed files from North’s outer office into 15 cardboard boxes 
and had them taken to the vault on the 5th floor of the OEOB. 
They were returned to 302, however, when the FBI agents came to 
the White House on November 28th. 

A letter was sent from Attorney General Meese to White House 
Counsel Peter Ws llison on Friday, November 28, 1986, asking him 
to secure all While House documents which might relate to the in- 
vestigation. Six F3I agents were assigned to the White House the 
same day, and took joint custody of the documents in Room 302. 
Guards were posted at the office over the weekend, and on 
Monday, December 1, the FBI agents began searching the files in 
accordance with guidelines in the Attorney General’s letter. 

These guidelines called for the production of documents and 
other materials concerning “(1) all arms activities involving 
Iran; (2) all hostage negotiations or similar communications involv- 
ing arms as an inducement; (3) all financial aid activities involving 
the Nicaraguan resistance movement which are related to Iran or 
Israel; and (4) all activities of Robert C. McFarlane, Don Fortier, 
Lt. Col. Oliver L. North, Admiral John M. Poindexter, Paul Thomp- 
son, Adolpho Calero and Richard V. Secord relating to 1-3 above*” 
The time period covered by the guidelines was from January 1, 
1985, until November 28, 1986. 

Reacting to this request, Brenda Reger began moving the office 
files of the other NSC officials named in the request (McFarlane, 
Thompson and Fortier) into Room 302 as well and began segregat- 
ing those files which appeared pertinent. Acting on her own, Reger 
put aside any files pertaining to the Middle East and Central 
America. The files of North aides Robert Earl and Craig Coy were 
already stored there. 

Reger and/or her assistant stayed in Room 302, with the FBI 
agents during this early period. The FBI agents, in fact, set up an 
informal “headquarters” there. To their recollection, no one other 
than Reger and her staff entered this room during the period of 
the first searches. 


( 17 ) 
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The Senate and House intelligence committees announced inves- 
tigations on December 1, 1986, and began requesting documents im- 
mediately thereafter. 

The Tower Board was also established on December 1, 1986, and 
began to request access to documents. The White House Counsel’s 
office was the focal point for these requests in early December. 

An Independent Counsel Is Appointed 

An Independent Counsel, Lawrence E. Walsh, was appointed on 
December 19, 1986. By this time, the FBI agents had searched ap- 
proximately a third of North’s files in Room 302. 

The six FBI agents who had been conducting the search under 
the Attorney General’s direction were re-assigned to Judge Walsh 
after his appointment. All were initially permitted to review the 
North materials located in Room 302 with the exception of certain 
highly classified files which did not appear to relate to the investi- 
gation. When it appeared after several days, however, that some of 
these contained extremely sensitive documents, the number of 
agents with total access was reduced to two. 

The FBI agents pulled and initiated documents that appeared 
relevant. While the search was conducted in accordance with the 
Attorney General’s November 28, 1986 guidelines, the FBI agents 
involved exercised a certain amount of judgment in view of the un- 
certainty of precisely what they were dealing with. The actual copy 
of each document selected as relevant was stored in an FBI safe in 
room 302, and another copy was made and sent to Alan Raul or 
Dean McGrath, staff attorneys in the White House Counsel’s office 
of confirmation of relevancy. Once relevancy was confirmed, the 
original would go to the Independent Counsel and a copy would be 
returned to the file in Room 302 from which it had been taken. 

Raul recalled no disputes over relevancy during this early time 
period. Others recalled, however, that there were occasions during 
the course of the process when the White House counsel disagreed 
with the FBI agents on relevancy issues. The FBI agents, in fact, 
would put disputed documents in a safe, which would be periodical- 
ly. shown to John Douglass, a staff attorney for the Independent 
Counsel. Douglass, if he believed the documents to be relevant, 
would take them up separately with the White House Counsel’s 
office. Any document which had not been returned by the White 
House Counsel’s office with a relevancy determination would also 
be taken up in this manner. The FBI agents also maintained a safe 
for documents “on the borderline,’’ that would periodically be 
raised in the same manner with the Independent Counsel’s staff 
representative and with the White House Counsel’s office. 

In the first few months, prior to March, 1987, copies of docu- 
ments which had been selected by the FBI agents for the Independ- 
ent Counsel were logged out manually by the White House staff. At 
the time, Raul, McGrath and Reger comprised virtually the entire 
White House staff involved in document production. (At its peak, 
with detailees, the number came to about 65.) 

In early January, 1987, former NATO Ambassador David Ab- 
shire was named to coordinate White House efforts in responding 
to the various investigations. He became the official “transmitter” 
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of documents to the Congress. His executive assistant was Charles 
Brower, who handled the day-to-day work. 

The Congressional Investigating Committees Begin Work 

The Senate investigating committee was officially established on 
January 6, 1987; the House committee, the following day. A day 
before the Senate Committee was officially established. Senators 
Inouye and Rudman, the prospective Chairman and Vice Chair- 
man, respectively, wrote to the President requesting that “no docu- 
ments be destroyed which relate in any way to the matter under 
investigation . . . [and] further . . . that any documents relating 
to this matter, including copies of documents provided to other in- 
vestigative bodies, be made available to the Select Committee. . .” 

Although the early correspondence between the White House 
and the Committees does not specifically reflect them, there were 
apparently discussions at the outset between the White House 
Counsel and the leadership of both Committees in terms of the 
basic ground rules to be followed. It was informally agreed that the 
President would cooperate with the Committees’ investigation and 
would not assert executive privilege to protect the information con- 
cerned. The President, in fact, pledged his cooperation in several 
public statements, which were reported in virtually every piece of 
correspondence sent by the White House to the Committees. The 
Committees, for their part, would proceed by letter requests, rather 
than by subpoena. (Liman remembers there being particular sensi- 
tivity at the White House concerning the precedent of complying 
with a congressional subpoena for White House records.) 

The House Committee submitted its initial document request to 
the President on January 14, 1987, which requested only records 
held by the Justice Department. The letter, among other things, 
asked for “all Justice Department records relating to . . . the sup- 
plying or proposed supplying of any financial or other assistance in 
whatever form to antigovernment forces in Nicaragua.” 

The Senate Committee followed up several weeks later with a 
general request to Abshire on February 4, 1987, to provide “all doc- 
uments heretofore or hereafter made available to the House Select 
Committee. . .” 

By January 30, 1987, the FBI agents had completed their first 
search of documents located in Room 302. They had also done a 
computer search of all entries in the NSC’s System IV filing 
system, containing intelligence documents. Approximately 3,000 
documents were selected in this first cut. Copies were made as they 
were produced for the Tower Board and for the Senate Select Com- 
mittee on Intelligence and House Permanent Select Committee on 
Intelligence, both of which were conducting preliminary inquiries. 

Complete sets were also provided to the newly-created Senate 
and House Iran-Contra Committees. In his transmittal letter of 
February 6, 1987, to the Senate Committee, Abshire notes “[w]e are 
providing your Committee today with copies of the documents that 
were found relevant to the Independent Counsel’s inquiry and were 
removed for him by the FBI. A very limited number of documents 
containing extremely sensitive information on intelligence sources 
and methods and on our relations with foreign nations are not 
being included, but will be made available for your review.” This 
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latter sentence alluded to the “access only” file which was created 
at the Old Executive Office Building to store documents which 
could only be reviewed by the Committees at that location. Addi- 
tional information concerning this file is set forth below. 

Abshire’s letter clearly notes that the documents being provided 
the Committees has been selected by FBI agents as relevant to the 
Independent Counsel’s inquiry. It was less clear to the Committees 
themselves, however, what role, if any, the White House staff was 
playing in this process. In fact, with respect to the files in Room 
302, only FBI agents took part in the searches; no members of the 
White House staff, including the White House Counsel’s office, 
were participating. White House representatives have recently ad- 
vised that this was due to the lack of available staff, the clearance 
problems, and the evidentiary problems since the purpose of the 
search was to look for documents which might be used in a crimi- 
nal proceeding. 

The recollections of each of the Committee’s Chief Counsels 
differ, however, in terms of their understandings at the time of 
White House staff involvement in the searches being done in 
North’s files. Arthur Liman does recall being advised during this 
period that the White House staff was not participating in the 
search of North’s files; rather, it was being left solely to the FBI 
agents. Liman regarded this as comforting rather than alarming, 
since the FBI agents were presumably experienced and professional 
in selecting relevant documents, and had no political agenda of 
their own. John Nields, on the other hand, stated that he did not 
learn that the White House Counsel had not been involved in re- 
viewing North’s files until August, at which time he was shocked 
and outraged. He did not view this as sufficient compliance by the 
White House with the congressional document requests. 

In any case, as the files in Room 302 were reviewed, they were 
returned to the custody of Brenda Reger of the NSC staff, who had 
them moved to a vault on the 5th floor of the OEB. At the comple- 
tion of the searches, the Independent Counsel’s office sent a letter 
to the NSC requesting that the files which had been reviewed be 
secured and preserved. 

During the two months which followed, Reger recalled that NSC 
staff attorneys required access to these files on several occasions. 
For example, one attorney had to satisfy requests from the Tower 
Board. Other legal proceedings required similar searches. Reger 
also stated that the NSC staff secretariat could have had access at 
the direction of the National Security Advisor, although she does 
not recall such instances per se. Recent examinations of certain of 
the boxes in which these files were stored do, in fact, confirm that 
they had been opened by NSC staff attorneys during the two-month 
period following the first searches. 

The Tower Board issued its report on February 26, 1987. 

B. THE SECOND SEARCHES: MARCH-JUNE 1987 
Requests of the Independent Counsel 

On February 27, 1987, a representative of the Independent Coun- 
sel’s office sent a letter to the White House requesting that a full 
set of White House documents — except for the files which had pre- 
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viously been produced from Room 302 — be provided and reviewed 
for potentially relevant information. The criteria given the White 
House for producing documents for FBI review were considerably 
broader than the Attorney General criteria used in the previous 
search. 

As they pertained to assistance for the Nicaraguan resistance, 
these criteria included “[a]ll documents, files and records of any 
kind pertaining to . . . (4) the provision or coordination of support 
for persons or entities engaged as military insurgents in armed 
conflict with the Government of Nicaragua since 1964, including, 
but not limited to, all documents, records, files, and bank records 
relating to any individuals and entities listed [in other portions of 
the memorandum].” These included references to 71 individuals 
and entities of both U.S. and foreign origin who had been connect- 
ed with U.S. efforts to assist the Nicaraguan resistance. Country 
names were not used, and the list did not include the names of 
President Reagan or Vice President Bush. The list did include the 
names of a few Central American leaders, but was not comprehen- 
sive in this regard. Leaders of other countries in other parts of the 
world were not mentioned. 

The Iran-Contra Committees do not appear to have been advised 
of the specifics of the Independent Counsel’s request. The Office of 
the Independent Counsel has no record that a copy was ever pro- 
vided. No copies of such request could be located in Committee 
files, nor do key staff members recall having seen it. (The signifi- 
cance of these criteria is discussed below.) 

In any case, by March the Senate and House staff principals 
were in place. Arthur B. Culvahouse Jr. and William B. Lytton also 
came on board at the White House, as Counsel to the President 
and Deputy Special Counselor, respectively, although dealings 
with the Committees were still being handled by Abshire and 
Brower. 

Negotiations between the White House and the Committees 

A series of meetings took place in early March, 1987 between 
principal Committee staff (Liman, Belnick, Barbadoro, Nields, 
Eggleston, and Steve Ross) and White House staff (Abshire, Brower 
and representatives of the White House Counsel) to discuss the 
needs of the committees for further documents from the Executive 
Office of the President and NSC. A consensus was reached on 
almost everything, which was reflected in a White House letter of 
March 12, 1987 from Brower to the Committees. The letter set 
forth “parameters” for pulling together all White House and NSC 
documents relevant to the Committees’ inquiry. These included, 
among other things, all documents involving or referring to “any 
efforts by members of the White House or NSC staff to support or 
coordinate the provision of military assistance to the Anti-Sandi- 
nista forces in Nicaragua.” This letter, in effect, was the first and 
only detailed elaboration of the Committees’ needs for White House 
documents. 

During these meetings, the Committees asked for access to all of 
the files which had been searched in Room 302, regardless of sub- 
ject matter, but the White House resisted strenuously on the 
grounds that staff was not cleared for all of the programs involved. 
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The March 12, 1987 Brower memorandum which followed did re- 
flect, however, that the White House Counsel agreed to review 
with each Committee’s Chief Counsel an index of North’s files 
which had been deemed “non-relevant by the FBI in order to deter- 
mine whether any further search is appropriate.” Neither of the 
Chief counsels recalled this having been done at the time; rather, 
the matter of the Committees’ access to 302 files was “put on the 
back burner” for the time being. 

By the end of March, Culvahouse and Lytton began to take over 
the document production process at the White House, as well as 
the dealings with the Committees. They instituted a system for 
marking documents being produced with Bates stamps. Also under 
Lytton’s direction, the White House set up a computerized docu- 
ment retrieval system and began inputting index information on 
all White House documents which had theretofore been provided. 

The “Omnibus Search" of White House Records 

On March 27, 1987, Culvahouse signed an internal White House 
memo, calling for an “omnibus search” of all White House and 
NSC files for “potentially responsive” documents. It was sent to all 
White House offices, in an apparent attempt to blend the specifica- 
tions set forth in the March 12 Brower letter, satisfying the con- 
gressional interests, with those specified in the February 27 letter 
of the Independent Counsel. Portions of each letter were included. 
Insofar as documents relating to assistance to the Nicaraguan re- 
sistance were concerned. White House offices were asked to identi- 
fy and transmit for review, “all memoranda, correspondence, work- 
ing papers, cables, briefing materials, minutes, transcripts, hand- 
written or other notes, telephone logs, appointment calendars and 
schedules, diaries, computer data, electronic records, audio tapes, 
video tapes, and any other records, documents, and materials 
dating from January 20, 1981 to January 2, 1987, . . . relating to 
the provision or coordination of support for persons or entities en- 
gaged as military insurgents in armed conflict with the Sandinista 
government of Nicaragua . . . relating to any efforts by members 
of the White House or NSC staff to support or coordinate the provi- 
sion of military assistance to the Anti-Sandinista force in Nicara- 
gua . . . [and any information] relating to any efforts by the Presi- 
dent, Vice President, or members of the White House or NSC staff 
to assist in private fundraising in support of the Anti-Sandinista 
forces in Nicaragua.” 

White House representatives without exception understood these 
criteria to include any U.S. efforts to solicit assistance from third 
countries for the Nicaraguan Resistance. 

As part of this process, Brenda Reger ordered all NSC offices to 
retire all of their files and/or provide copies of documents which 
related to the matters covered by the Culvahouse memorandum, 
and pertinent files were moved to a central search location in the 
new EOB. These materials were placed in boxes as they arrived 
where they were stored until they could be searched. The files 
which had been stored in Room 302 and had been previously re- 
viewed were also brought back to the new search location for a 
second review. 
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To help with the search, the White House brought on several 
(eventually up to 10) archivists from the National Archives in late 
March, to work under Reger to be^n evaluating documents coming 
in from the other parts of the White House and NSC as well as the 
NSC’s institutional files. Five additional FBI agents were also as- 
signed to the Independent Counsel to help with these searches. 

This “omnibus search” encompassed all of the NSC’s files as well 
as all other offices in the White House which might have docu- 
ments relevant to the investigation. 

There were four institutional filing systems at the NSC itself. 
System I was used for administrative matters. System II was used 
to file NSC documents (NSDDs, minutes of NSC meetings, memo- 
randa etc.) which did not involve sensitive intelligence. There was 
no System III. Sysem IV was the NSC filing system for intelligence. 
('Hie fourth system contained documents released to the public 
under the Freedom of Information Act.) All of these systems were 
searched. 

In addition, there were files of NSC subordinate offices and indi- 
vidual NSC staff members, both active and retired, as well as the 
inter-office communications system, the PROF system, where com- 
munications between the staff were stored. All of the files of NSC 
subordinate offices and individual staff members were included in 
the search. Similarly, the PROF system was “dumped” in its en- 
tirety during this period, and relevant communications were pro- 
vided the Committees. 

Of the NSC institutional files. Systems II and IV received the 
most attention. Both were searched initially with computerized 
keyword searches, and portions were searched by hand. System IV, 
in fact, was ultimately hand-searched in its entirety in April- June, 
1987. (See peige 26 for additional details.) System II, on the other 
hand, was apparently determined to be too large to search on a 
document-by-document basis. It was searched only through its com- 
puterized keyword system to identify relevant documents. The key- 
word list was developed by the White House staff for the search 
and was reviewed by representatives of the Independent Counsel. 
The keyword search resulted in the production of seven or eight 
large boxes of “retrieval data sheets” on selected documents or 
files. 

The “first cut” for relevance was accomplished by the archivists 
on the basis of a review of these sheets. If the archivists believed 
the data sheet referred to a potentially relevant document, the doc- 
ument itself would be pulled and reviewed for relevancy. 'These 
functions were performed by different people. An archivist conduct- 
ed the review of the data retrieval sheets; the documents were 
pulled by NSC staff; and the subsequent review of the document 
was not necessarily done by the same archivist who had selected 
the data sheet. It appeared there was no consistent policy for deal- 
ing with mis.sing documents. In any event, there was no indication 
that the fact of missing documents was conveyed to the FBI. The 
archivists were frequently expected to review as many as three 
cubic feet of documents a day. 

'The archivists’ instructions were to tab the documents as poten- 
tially relevant if they contained such names or words as “McFar- 
lane” or “Nicaragua” or “Honduras.” They did not attempt to 
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assess the contents of documents if, in fact, the key words appeared 
in the text. Once the archivists tabbed a document as potentially 
relevant, it was passed to the FBI agents for a relevancy determi- 
nation. If the FBI agents decided it was relevant, it would go to the 
White House Counsel’s office for confirmation in accordance with 
the procedure established for the earlier searches. 

Operating under the same procedures, the archivists and FBI 
agents also reviewed the “convenience files” retired by individuals 
involved in the Iran-Contra matter (Poindexter, McFarlane, Keel, 
Teicher, North, Earl, Coy, Burghardt, Menges, Fortier, Cannis- 
traro, DeGraffenreid, McDaniel, Tyson and Kimmitt), and all such 
files of NSC staffers since 1981 (800 boxes). Searches were also con- 
ducted of files coming in from other White House and NSC offices. 
Calendars and telephone logs of 36 present and former NSC staff 
members and members of the Vice President’s staff were also re- 
viewed. 

As mentioned above, the FBI also performed a second complete 
search of the files which had previously been reviewed in Room 
302, under the new search criteria. As had been the case with the 
first search of Room 302 files, only FBI agents were involved in 
this review. 

The "Omnibus Search ” Relevancy Criteria ■ 

To select particular documents as relevant, the FBI agents in- 
volved in these searches were instructed to utilize the categories 
contained in the February 27, 1987 memorandum from the Inde- 
pendent Counsel (See page 21, above). They were unaware either of 
the criteria which had been established between the White House 
u ® Committees, reflected in the Brower memorandum of 
March 12th, or of the White House memorandum of March 27th 
which had attempted to blend the congressional and Independent 
Counsel requests. As far as the FBI agents were concerned, they 
were producing documents solely for purposes of the Independent 
Counsel s criminal investigation. What the White House did in 
terms of satisfying the congressional requirements was not a 
matter of their concern. 

For the FBI agents involved, there was no unanimity in terms of 
whether the Independent Counsel’s search criteria were understood 
to encompass any U.S. effort to solicit assistance for the Nicara- 
guan Resistance from third countries. Country names were not in- 
cluded on the Independent Counsel’s list of specific individuals or 
entities, and the list of individuals contained the names of but a 
few foreign heads of state. Whether they would have selected docu- 
ments in this area as relevant appeared to depend upon the subjec- 
tive views of each agent of the Independent Counsel’s criteria. 

In any case, it does not appear that the Committees themselves 
were ever advised of the criteria being used for the FBI search. The 
of the Committees do not reflect such notice, nor do key 
staff members recollect having known this. More importantly, it 
does not appear that the Committees ever reviewed the Independ- 
ent Counsel s criteria to determine whether, in fact, they encom- 
passed the areas of their concern as reflected in the March 12 
Brower memorandum. 
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Instead, it appears the Iran-Contra Committees relied upon the 
assurances of the White House that they were getting everything 
the Independent Counsel was getting as determined by the FBI 
agents to be relevant. In fact, the White House representatives who 
were making such assurances assumed that the FBI agents were 
using the White House memorandum of March 27, 1987, a copy of 
which had been provided the Iran-Contra Committees and the Inde- 
pendent Counsel, as a basis for making relevancy determinations. 

Liman recalls Ijeing told at the time that the FBI search criteria 
were actually broader than the search criteria for the Committees, 
since they covered matters exceeding those involved in the Iran- 
Contra inquiry. Liman also recalls there being an implicit fear on 
the part of White House personnel of later being accused of a 
“cover-up,” because relevant documents had not been produced. He 
said this translated into an attitude: “If it was even tangentially in 
the area — they (the Committees) would get it.” This, too, gave him 
confidence that the process which had been established should 
produce all documents relevant to the Committees’ needs. 

In any case, the Iran-Contra Committees’ review of the FBI’s rel- 
evancy criteria appears never to have been an issue. The Commit- 
tees appear to have been content to rely upon the FBI’s determina- 
tion of relevancy for the Independent Counsel’s purposes as suffi- 
cient for their own without deter mi nin g or analyzing the search 
criteria actually being used. 

Reger, the archivists and the staff of the Independent Counsel 
knew of no exception to the policy that the Committees would get 
whatever the Independent Counsel was getting, although there was 
a difference in terms of the size of the “access only” category for 
each body. The “access only” category for the Independent Counsel 
was smaller, for the most part being limited to presidential items. 

The “Access Only’’ Files 

Decisions to place documents into the “access only” file were 
made by Alan Raul in the White House Counsel’s office. Raul could 
not recall any written criteria for placing documents into the file, 
but over time, the file (which was a file drawer in Room 485 of the 
OEOB) came to include documents revealing particularly sensitive 
intelligence sources and methods, unredacted copies of redacted 
documents sent to the Hill, presidential handwriting exemplars, 
presidential interviews with the Tower Board, presidential diary 
excerpts, and minutes of NSPG meetings. In a letter from Culva- 
house to the Committee, dated May 12, 1987, he stated that infor- 
mation in the “access only” file at that point included: “certain 
sensitive materials involving intelligence sources and methods, the 
foreign relations of the United States, interviews or handwritten 
materials of the President and Vice President, legislative strategy, 
or certain White House Counsel’s work product or attorney-client 
materials dated after November 3, 1986.” 

Several members of the staff of each Committee were given 
access to the “access only” files, and would periodically make trips 
to the OEOB to read them. Liman received regular reports from 
his staff on these visits; but, he came to conclude that the materi- 
als in the file were not particularly crucial to the inquiry. 



26 


Documents continued to flow to the Committees from April 
through June, the correspondence files reflecting numerous such 
shipments to the Committees. Moreover, the Committees continued 
to request specific documents or documents regarding specific 
topics during the remainder of their investigation. The Committees 
would often find references to documents which had not been pro- 
duced and would go back and ask for them, and they would be pro- 
duced. 

Also by this point, an Interagency Review Group had been estab- 
lished consisting of representatives of various agencies to review 
for classification problems any document, including White House 
documents, which had been determined to be relevant. Words or 
passages would be excised and/or substituted for, by the group. 
While its function was not to determine the relevancy of the docu- 
ments it was reviewing, the group occasionally sent documents 
back to the White House Counsel because it believed them irrele- 
vant. This would cause discussions between the White House Coun- 
sel and the Independent Counsel, described above, which would re- 
solve the matter. 

In early April, 1987, discussions took place between the Commit- 
tees’ staff and White House staff over access to the President’s dia- 
ries. By letter of April 8, 1987, Culvahouse memorialized their 
agreement. It included a requirement that excerpts be prepared on 
a list of topics, including: “aid or assistance of any kind (including 
but not limited to military aid or assistance) to the Nicaraguan 
contras from any source (including but limited to, the United 
States Government, any foreign government, or any private indi- 
vidual or organization).” 

Additional Search of System IV 

On April 24, 1987, the Committees interviewed James Radzimski, 
a former NSC staff member who had been in charge of System IV. 
In the interview, Radzimski recalled seeing a copy of a memo from 
North to Poindexter, dated November or December, 1985, referring 
to the Iran arms sales and the division of proceeds to the Contras. 
Radzimski recalled the memo had been assigned a System IV 
number. Subsequently, the White House Counsel’s office and NSC 
did another computer search of System IV to locate the document. 
No document was found. 

On April 29, 1987, Radzimski was deposed by the Committees, re- 
iterating the recollections described above and recalling another 
System IV memo in April, 1986, covering the arms sales and diver- 
sion. This prompted a hand search of all System IV documents by 
the NSC, archivists and White House Counsel’s office. No docu- 
ment was found. On April 30, 1987, Radzimski was given the oppor- 
tunity to personally attempt to retrieve the documents in question 
from System IV, but was unable to do so. 

On May 3, 1987, the NSC again reviewed all computer entries for 
System IV. Only one number assigned to North or Fawn Hall was 
identified for which no document could be found, having been as- 
signed in July, 1986. The Committees were cautioned at this point 
that sometimes numbers were assigned to documents which were 
never actually typed or entered into the System IV computer. 

No such document recalled by Radzimski was ever located. 
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Adequacy of Searches Questioned 

At the end of May, largely as a result of Liman’s depositions of 
Admiral Poindexter, the Senate Iran-Contra staff became con- 
cerned that they might not have received all of the relevant files 
pertaining to North and other key NSC staff. On June 1, 1987, Sen- 
ator Rudman advised the White House of the Senate Committee’s 
concern that the search of the NSC records by the FBI might not 
have produced ever 3 d;hing relevant to the Committee’s investiga- 
tion. Culvahouse responded on June 4, 1987, with a letter describ- 
ing the progress of the document production to date. In a cover 
note to Rudman, Culvahouse made clear that the White House was 
relying heavily on FBI agents and professional archivists to con- 
duct the searches. He also assured the Committees that the docu- 
ment production process at the White House was “working success- 
fully to ensure that all relevant documents in the custody of the 
NSC are identified and provided for review by the Select Commit- 
tee.’’ For the Administration aa a whole, he noted, 150,000 pages of 
highly classified documents had been made available to the Com- 
mittees by this time. 

Culvahouse also asked for a meeting with the Chairmen and 
Vice Chairmen/Ranking Minority Members of the two committees 
to discuss their continuing concerns. On June 4, 1987, at the con- 
clusion of one of the Committee hearings, a meeting between Cul- 
vahouse and the “big four” took place in the Russell Senate Office 
Building in which a discussion ensured regarding the Committees’ 
concerns that relevant documents may have been overlooked in 
North’s files. Some — particularly Nields — believed the Committees 
themselves should have access to such files to make their own rel- 
evancy determinations. Culvahouse strongly resisted on the 
grounds that all relevant documents had been identified and that 
those remaining involved highly sensitive subjects not germane to 
the Committees’ work. It was agreed that Culvahouse would pro- 
vide the Committees with an inventory of the 302 files (not the doc- 
uments they contained). 

The requested inventory was provided as an attachment to a 
letter from Culvahouse dated June 9, 1987. It was 57 pages long, 
handwritten, and listed by file title approximately 800 file folders. 
Culvahouse requested the Committees to advise of any files on the 
list they wished to have reviewed as well as their search criteria, 
emd he would have the archivists detailed to the White House 
review them to determine if further documents should be made 
available. 

According to Liman, the Senate staff reviewed the inventory pro- 
vided by Culvahouse to see if there were file titles that “jumped 
out” at them as indicating something new or an unknown aspect of 
what had already been provided. They knew that the FBI had al- 
ready reviewed them twice and determined that the “non-selected” 
documents within the files were not relevant to the Independent 
Counsel’s investigation. Liman says the file titles were so general 
that no such files could be identified. Thus, the Senate Committee 
made no further requests to have any of them reviewed. 
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The House Committee, similarly, took no immediate action on 
the list, which, due to its generality, the staff found to be of little 
value. 

The Examination of System IV Originals 

In July, 1987, the House Iran-Contra Committee requested to 
look at the originals and computer entry data sheets on 11 System 
IV documents for the purpose of determining whether additional 
documents may have been altered or forged. These documents were 
identified from a handwritten list of System IV documents which 
North had authored, which fell generally within the time period in 
which Radzimski had remembered seeing certain documents in 
System IV which could not be found. (SEE ABOVE.) Nields, several 
House staffers, and the Committee’s document examiner went to 
the NEOB to see the documents to attempt to determine whether 
any of the originals of these documents appeared to have been al- 
tered or forged. (One of the 11 was, in fact, the October 30, 1985 
memorandum on Reconnaissance Overflights. See pp. 39-41.) 

According to those who participated, the Committees did not 
have copies of the documents concerned, but rather attempted to 
make their analysis based upon examination of the watermarks 
and letterhead of the stationery. During the examination of these 
originals, in fact, Reger covered the texts of each document with 
sheets of paper to prevent their being read. 

Post-Hearings Document Production 

In mid-August, after the Committee’s hearings were over, Nields 
and Barbadoro (of the Senate staff) met with Lytton and Raul at 
the White House to discuss the situation on document production. 
As noted above, Nields states he learned for the first time at this 
meeting that the White House Counsel’s office had not itself re- 
viewed the documents in North’s office for relevancy, and had 
relied entirely upon the FBI. He expressed his outrage at this, 
since he did not view this as sufficient compliance with the Com- 
mittee’s request to the White House. The White House representa- 
tives repeated their contention that the Committees had, in fact, 
been given all the relevant documents in North’s office. 

Following up on the meeting, Nields sent a letter to Culvahouse 
on August 28, 1987, requesting that the White House review 54 
specified files, listed on the inventory which Culvahouse had pro- 
vided on June 9, and either confirm that all the relevant docu- 
ments in them had been produced or explain why they had not 
been produced. 

On September 4, 1987, Culvahouse responded, saying that the 
White House would not undertake such a review, and asked the 
Committee to reconsider its request. Pointing out that they had not 
heard anything since his letter of June 9, 1987 to the Committees, 
Culvahouse noted the White House had released most of its help. 
He added that the 54 files were located in 23 boxes taken from 
North’s files. In addition, he pointed out: “Every document, every 
piece of paper in these files has been reviewed on at least two sepa- 
rate occasions by the FBI in conjunction with the Independent 
Counsel’s investigation. In addition, our office has reviewed all po- 
tentially relevant documents and determined which materials are 
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responsive to the search criteria your Committee and the Senate 
Select Committee identified. We are satisfied that documents that 
were not produced to you were not relevant to your inquiry and 
there is no reason to believe that any of such documents are 
responsive to any of your requests.” The letter points out that over 
250,000 pages of White House documents had by that point been 
produced to the Committees. 

Nields stated that he understood this letter as assurance that the 
White House staff had not relied exclusively on the FBI search. 
Liman, for his part, stated that these “unequivocal representations 
by the ^^ite House” led the Senate staff not to pursue the matter 
any further. By this point, the Committees were well into the prep- 
aration of their final report. 

Nields did pursue the matter, however, by narrowing his request 
to the review of 19 of the original 54 files. Responding to the re- 
quest, Raul located the 19 files in the boxes of North’s files and re- 
viewed them. In fact, he identified some documents within the 19 
files which had not been previously produced which he considered 
“marginally relevant” and sent them to the Committees. This oc- 
curred in late September, 1987, and was, according to the White 
House, the only time that White House staff reviewed files of any 
of the NSC staff principals while the Committees were in existence. 

On October 20, 1987, Nields made a further request for copies of 
15 documents contained in the “access only” file. By letter of Octo- 
ber 22, 1987, Raul denied the request, saying that the documents 
continued to be available for Committee review at the OEOB. This 
appears to have been the last request made by the Committees to 
have documents produced by the White House. 

The final report of the Committee was made public on November 
17, 1987. 


C. THE THIRD SEARCHES: JULY-OCTOBER 1988 

North, Poindexter, Secord and Hakim were indicted by a federal 
grand jury on March 16, 1988, for certain criminal activities alleged 
to have taken place in the course of the Iran-Contra affair. There 
ensued a series of motions made to the Court by the defendants to 
require the production of certain documents. On May 23, 1988, the 
defendants filed an 88-page discovery motion which was supple- 
mented by an 80-page classified supplementary discovery motion 
filed by defendants North and Poindexter, calling for the produc- 
tion of NSC documents on a variety of sensitive topics. 

On June 8, the presiding judge, Gerhard Gesell, granted the mo- 
tions of defendants North, Poindexter, and Hakim to be given sepa- 
rate trials. 

In July, as part of the continuing North litigation. Judge Gesell 
issued two discovery orders which led to additional searches of NSC 
files. On July 8, 1988, Gesell ordered the Government to comply in 
part with defendant North’s classified supplemental discovery re- 
quest of May 23, 1988. 'This required the Government to produce all 
documents related to items 1-20 on North’s classified list. On July 
13, 1987, Gesell further ruled that defendant North was entitled to 
have copies of any relevant documents out of his old office (not 
simply what the Indpendent Counsel already had selected). 
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The effect of the July 8th order was to require a second complete 
search of all NSC records which had been searched during the 
“omnibus search” carried out in 1987. Teams of archivists and FBI 
agents returned to the White House to carry this out. The criteria 
for this search, however, focused upon the categories specified in 
the classified North discovery request. And on this occasion, archi- 
vists in addition to FBI agents participated in the searches of the 
non-North” files which had been originally stored in Room 302. 

The effect of the July 13th order was to give North and his attor- 
neys the rights to inspect and copy all of the documents from his 
former office. Ultimately, 60 boxes of such files were selected and 
copied for North, with an additional copy provided the Independent 
Counsel. 

These searches took several months to complete. According to 
the Independent Counsel, they produced roughly 15,000 pages of 
new material, a portion of which ultimately was produced at 
North’s trial. 



Part II. An Analyis of the Document at Issue 

In their letter to the Committee, dated April 25, 1989, Senators 
Mitchell, Inouye and Rudman identified six documents introduced 
during the North trial, four of which appeared not to have been 
transmitted to the congressional investigating committees, and two 
of which appeared to have been transmitted in a materially-differ- 
ent form. 

As part of its review of this matter, SSCI staff also reviewed all 
other documents which had been released to the public during the 
North trial to ascertain if, in fact, additional documents may not 
have been transmitted to the Committees. This analysis produced 
one additional document relating to the same February, 1985 Hon- 
duran initiative which appears to have been provided to the Com- 
mittees in a materially-different form and which is described 
below. 

Thus, six of the seven documents identified relate to actions 
taken by and within the White House in the February-April, 1985 
timeframe, with respect to possible approaches to the Honduran 
government to continue its assistance to the Nicaraguan resistance. 
The seventh document, dated October 30, 1985, relates to recon- 
naissance overflights of Nicaragua. Copies of each document are 
appended to this report. Where different versions of these docu- 
ments were provided the Iran-Contra Committees, copies of these 
are also appended. 


INITIAL observations 

The SSCI ascertained from White House representatives at the 
outset that there was no dispute that the seven documents would 
have been relevant to the investigation of the Iran-Contra Commit- 
tees. Indeed, none of the former White House personnel involved in 
the document production process held the contrary review. 

The SSCI also ascertained early on that only one of the seven 
documents at issue — the October 30, 1985 memorandum — appeared 
to have been produced to the Independent Counsel and not to the 
Committees during 1986-87, the period of the Committees’ investi- 
gation. The remaining six were produced to the Independent Coun- 
sel in 1988 as a result of the two discovery searches performed 
during the North litigation (See p. 29, above). Hence, this matter 
did not (with the exceptin of one document) appear to be a matter 
of ascertaining why the Independent Counsel was given certain 
documents which had been denied the Committees. 

It was also apparent that each of the six documents which came 
to light in 1988 related to the same general topic. Five of the six, in 
fact, related to a single series of l^ite House “actions” taken in 
February, 1985, regarding increased or expedited U.S. assistance to 
Honduras. The sixth related to an April 25, 1985 telephone call by 

( 31 ) 
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the President to Honduran President Suazo reiterating U.S. sup- 
port for the Nicaraguan resistance. 

It was also clear from the markings on each of the six documents 
that they should have been entered into either the System II or 
System IV files of the NSC. From the information given to the 
SSCI, System IV files were searched four times during 1986-87, in- 
cluding a complete hand-search. System II was computer searched 
initially and portions were hand-searched. It thus appeared that 
none of these searches of institutional NSC files had identified, or 
resulted in the selection of, any of the six documents as relevant. 

It was also apparent that a number of individual NSC staff mem- 
bers had been involved in the preparation and approval of these 
documents. All of the pertinent files of these current and former 
NSC officials were purportedly searched during the course of the 
Committees’ investigations in 1987, yet none of the doucments at 
issue apparently had been surfaced by these searches. In particu- 
lar, the files of the two principal NSC participants involved. North 
and McFarlane, had been hand-searched at least twice in 1986-87, 
yet none of these documents had been produced. 

On their face, therefore, what was known about these six docu- 
ments at the outset seemed to suggest a systematic, deliberate 
effort by unknown persons to prevent documents on this particular 
subject — the 1985 proposals for a quid pro quo to the Honduran 
government — from reaching the Committees or Independent Coun- 
sel. 

A similar concern was raised by the apparent failure of the Com- 
mittees to receive the October 30, 19^ memorandum. The un- 
signed note attached to this memorandum, apparently drafted by 
North, urged McFarlane to advise the President that certain intel- 
ligence was being provided the Nicaraguan resistance apparently 
as part of a U.S. delivery of two 106 mm. recoilless rifles provided 
by Honduras. This delivery would have occurred at a time when 
assistance of this type had been prohibited by law. Had this infor- 
mation in fact been conveyed to the President, as suggested, it 
would have implicated him in a way he had not been heretofore 
implicated. McFarlane had not been questioned on this issue by the 
Iran-Contra Committees. 

Had persons at the White House deliberately withheld these doc- 
uments from the Committees to spare the President and others 
from inquiry and embarrassment on these points? This was, in fact, 
the starting point and focus of the SSCI’s review. Our findings and 
analysis with respect to the documents at issue follow. 

DOCUMENTS RELATING TO HONDURAN ASSISTANCE TO THE NICARAGUAN 

RESISTANCE 

As stated above, six of the seven documents relate to the same 
subject: continued Honduran assistance to the Nicaraguan resist- 
ance. The first five, in fact, reflect a series of deliberations within 
the NSC during February, 1985, with respect to a possible approach 
to the Honduran government to continue its assistance to the Nica- 
raguan resistance. The sixth is a document originated the following 
month recommending and reflecting a telephone call to the Presi- 
dent of Honduras to reiterate Administration support for the re- 
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sistance and ask for Suazo’s assistance in releasing ammunition be- 
longing to the contras which was being held by Honduran military 
authorities. 

The SSCI was solely charged with determ in ing why these docu- 
ments were not provided to the Iran-Cbntra Committees. Their sig- 
nificance and the interpretation of actions carried out pursuant to 
them must necessarily be left to individual Members and the gen- 
eral public. The Committee makes no judgment on this matter. 

Taking each document in chronological order, they include: 

(1) A February 11, 1985 memorandum to Robert McFarlane from 
Oliver North and Raymond F. Burghardt transmitting a memoran- 
dum for McFarlane to send to Secretaries Shultz and Weinberger, 
Director of Central Intelligence Casey, and General Vessey, Chair- 
man of the Joint Chiefs of Staff. The McFarlane memorandum is 
signed Bud” and dated February 12, 1985. (See Appendix C) 

In their transmittal memo to McFarlane, North and Burghardt 
explain they are attaching a proposed memorandum to the four of- 
ficials mentioned above, asking for their concurrence in the pro- 
posed presidential letter to Suazo and requesting their agreement 
to “a strategy for enticing the Hondurans to greater support for 
the Nicaraguan resistance,” reflecting the agreement at a Crisis 
Planning Policy Group (CPPG) meeting on February 7, four days 
earlier. They cite the CPPG’s agreement that “transmission of the 
[President’s] letter should be closely followed by the visit of an em- 
issary who will verbally brief the ‘conditions’ attached to the [addi- 
tional U.S. support].” The memo contains a check mark beside the 
word “Approve.” 

In a routing slip which was attached to the memorandum to 
McFarlane, there is a note to “Bud” which reads, “We will need to 
decide who the Emissary will be. It should not be Motley — maybe 
Dick Walters. JP.” 

The memorandum of February 12 which McFarlane signed reit- 
erates the proposal for a presidential letter and for an approach to 
the Honduran government “by a discreet emissary” which conveys 
the “incentives . . . for their continued support to those in jeop- 
ardy along the border,” and asks for the concurrence of the ad- 
dresses. 

This document was noted as a System IV document with the des- 
ignation “NS/ICS-402000 Follow-on,” denoting it was a follow-on 
action in a previously established System IV file. 

White House and Committe records reflect that different ver- 
sions of both the February 11 and February 12 memos were deliv- 
ered to the Committees as part of .the original document transmit- 
tal. (See Appendix C) The routing slip with the note from “JP” to 
“Bud” was not attached. In addition, the February 11 memoran- 
dum did not have a check in the space marked “Approve;” and the 
February 12th memorandum was undated and unsigned, as op- 
posed to the version released during the North trial. White House 
records indicate that the version of these documents, provided the 
Committees, was pulled out of the safe in North’s office on Decem- 
ber 12, 1986, by an FBI agent. 

The more complete versions of the February 11 and February 12 
memos were first made available to the Independent Counsel 
during the North discovery process. Copies came from two separate 
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locations. One copy was found in a North file entitled “Honduran 
Support to the Nic. Resistance.” The title of this file was listed on 
the inventory of files provided the Committees on June 9, 1987. A 
recent re-examination of this file by Committee staff disclosed that 
copies of the February 11 and 12, 1985 memoranda which remained 
in the file did not have tabs or notations by the FBI, indicating 
they had not been pulled in the earlier searches. The file was con- 
tained in a cardboard box which carried notations indicating it had 
previously been opened on April 2-3, 1987, and the initials of the 
FBI agents who had opened it. There were no notations indicating 
the box had been opened during 1986-87 other than by FBI agents. 

A second copy of these same memoranda was also produced to 
the Independent Counsel as a result of the 1988 discovery search of 
NSC records, produced from a file labeled “Brian Merchant Strays 
Box 1 of 1.” Brian Merchant was the NSC “system administrator” 
responsible for the maintenance of System IV files. This box was 
apparently used to store “stray” copies of miscellaneous documents 
which were coming in to the central search location from NSC staff 
offices in accordance with the “omnibus search” instructions in 
March-May, 1987. All such boxes were searched by the archivists 
and potentially relevant documents were reviewed by FBI agents 
as part of the “omnibus search.” 

According to the FBI agents, a copy of the February 11 memo- 
randum (it is unclear in what form) was also placed in the “border- 
line documents” safe maintained by the FBI during the “omnibus 
search” of March-June, 1987, where it remained until the discovery 
searches done the following year. 

(2) A February 19, 1985 memorandum to President Reagan from 
then National Security Advisor Robert McFarlane, with attach- 
ments, and notations, concerning a proposed letter to then Hondu- 
ran President Roberto Suazo Cordova in which Reagan stated he 
hoped Suazo would “continue to do all in [his] power to support 
those who struggle for freedom and democracy. I look forward to 
an opportunity to discuss our mutual commitment to liberty in 
Central America during your visit to Washington in May.” (See 
Appendix D) 

The McFarlane memorandum also proposed to the President that 
he approve the release of certain U.S. economic assistance funds 
which had been “frozen” by the United States, expediting the de- 
livery of certain military equipment under the security assistance 
program, and the enhancement of an existing CIA covert assist- 
ance program. Moreover, the memorandum recommended that the 
U.S. send “an emissary” to Honduras who could “very privately ex- 
plain our criteria for the expedited economic support, security as- 
sistance deliveries, and enhanced CIA suport.” 

The President’s initials, approving both the letter to Suazo and 
the proposed steps to be taken with respect to the increases in U.S. 
assistance, appear in the approval lines on the memo. According to 
a System II profile sheet in the file showing the status of the 
action, a copy of the approved memorandum also went to “VP”, 
presumably referring to Vice President Bush. 

Appended to the top of the document acted upon by the Presi- 
dent (which appears to be instructions for the implementation of 
the memorandum) is an unsigned note reading, “I think it is OK 
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for Amb to deliver msg but I think we need additional TPs [talking 
points] to make conditionally pts.” 

The attachments to the memorandum show that it was prepared 
by Oliver L. North and Raymond F. Burghardt in response to a 
State Department proposal received on February 14, 1985. In addi- 
tion to the proposed memorandum from McFarlane to the Presi- 
dent, the authors provided an alternative response for McFarlane 
to send to the Secretary of State if he should choose (see document 
(3), below) to use alternative tactics. In any case, their proposal was 
transmitted to McFarlane by memo of February 15, 1989. McFar- 
lane initialed the memorandum to the President on the same date 
after review by Poindexter, Kimmitt and Bob Pearson, another 
NSC staff member. 

According to the markings on the memorandum in question, this 
document was filed in NSC System II file 90166. During the key- 
board search of System II, a data retrieval sheet, indicating a docu- 
ment of possible relevance, was, in fact, produced. It was anno- 
tated, however, with an unattributed handwritten comment that 
the document could not be located. A recent examination of the 
box in which this file was stored at the Reagan presidential library 
in California, on the other hand, contained a check-out sheet indi- 
cating that the file had been pulled on April 24, 1987 for the Inde- 
pendent Counsel investigation. It is clear, however, that the Ind- 
pendent Counsel did not receive the approval version of this memo- 
randum during this time period. 

In any case, the records of the Iran-Contra Committees do not re- 
flect receipt of a signed copy of this memorandum, and key staff do 
not recall seeing it. However, White House records showed, and a 
search of the Senate Committee’s files confirmed, that an undated, 
unsigned draft of what came to be the February 19, 1985 memoran- 
dum addressed to and initialed by the President was delivered to 
the Committee as an attachment to the February 15, 1985 memo- 
randum referred to above. (See Appendix D) It refers to each of 
the elements of the approach to the Hondurans and proposed they 
be conveyed through a special emissary. The most conspicuous dif- 
ference between this draft and that approved later by the Presi- 
dent (other than the indication of presidential approval itself) is 
the inclusion of a paragraph in the draft which says that the State 
Department had changed its earlier position and now believed 
“there is no necessity for explicitly linking the expedited release of 
assistance to Honduran cooperation, wjth the Nicaraguan resist- 
ance. State therefore preferred that the letter be handled only by 
Ambassador Negroponte, that no freedom fighter issues be raised, 
and that no special emissary be dispatched.” 

The signed copy of the February 19, 1985 memorandum was pro- 
duced for the first time to the Independent Counsel twice in the 
course of the discovery searches done in the summer of 1988. 
Again, a copy came from both the search of North’s office files and 
the additional search of NSC files. 

The copy that came for North’s office was located in a file titled 
“February, 1985 Chron.” This file was also one of the files listed on 
the inventoiy of Room 302 files provided on June 9, 1987. A recent 
re-examination of this file by SSCI staff disclosed that the signed 
copy of the February 19, 1985 memorandum was stapled behind a 
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copy of two memoranda dated February 20 and 22, 1985 (see docu- 
ments 3 and 4 below). None of these memoranda had been tabbed 
or had notations on them indicating they had been pulled by the 
FBI in the course of earlier file searches. The box in which the doc- 
ument was found contained markings that it had been reviewed by 
FBI agents on December 4, 1986 and again on April 2, 1987. There 
were no indications on the box that it had been reviewed by 
anyone other than FBI agents during the 1986-87 time period. A 
copy of all three memos was produced to the Indpendent (Counsel 
as a result of the “bulk copying” of North’s files done pursuant to 
the July 13 court order. 

A second copy of the signed February 19 memorandum came 
from an NSC file designated “OLAA Chron Files June-Dee 1985 
Sys II & IV Chrono,” which was produced during the search of 
NSC files pursuant to the July 8 court order. White House repre- 
sentatives have identified the file in question as originating with 
the Latin American element of the NSC staff, provided during the 
course of the “omnibus search” in the spring of 1987. 

As noted heretofore, the original of this document was ultimately 
found in May, 1989, at the Reagan presidental library in California 
in a separate ‘heads of state” file maintained by an NSC records 
administrator as a “convenience” file to enable him to respond 
quickly to requests for previous correspondence and memoranda in- 
volving various heads of state. The memorandum in question was 
reportedly found stapled to originals of the February 20 and 22 
memoranda in the same order as they were found in the file in 
North’s office during the discovery searches of 1988. 

According to White House representatives, it appears from an ex- 
amination of the box in which this document was found that it had 
not been searched during previous searches of White House 
records. The explanation provided the SSCI for this omission was 
that the file was maintained apart from the institutional files 
(System II) by an NSC Records System Administrator, who made 
copies of the originals and placed them into the institutional files 
of the NSC. This Administrator thus assumed any relevant docu- 
ment in the “heads of state” file would be identified in the 
searches of the institutional files. The Records Administrator in- 
volved did not participate in the search done of System II, and was 
never asked to locate documents which could not be found in 
System II. The file itself was maintained in an office adjacent to 
the White House Situation Room, apart from other institutional 
NS(D files. Thus, it appears this particular file was never searched 
during the “omnibus search” of White House records performed be- 
tween March and June of 1987 or during the discovery searches of 
1988. 

(3) A February 20, 1985 Memorandum from Oliver L. North and 
Raymond F. Burghardt to Robert McFarlane, with a Poindexter 
note and attachments. This memorandum conveys to McFarlane a 
draft memorandum from the NSC to State Department incorporat- 
ing talking points for Ambassador Negroponte to use when he de- 
livered the President’s letter to Suazo. (Appendix E) North and Burgh- 
ardt suggested that Negroponte convey the talking points on assist- 
ance and conditionality when he delivered the President’s letter. 
Further they reiterated the considerations which had led them pre- 
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viously to recommend that a “special emissary” be used to convey 
these points rather than Negroponte. 

Appended to the North/Burghardt memo is what appears to be 
the proposed alternative (in lieu of the memo to the President of 
February 19, 1985) for McFarlane to send to the Secretary of State. 
It appears to have been modified by Kimmitt to convey the NSC’s 
instructions on implementation. The language suggesting that a 
special emissary be designated is stricken and there is added direc- 
tion from “Kimmitt” that the authors “add a requirement for talk- 
ing points on increased assistance and conditionality.” 

In the memorandum prepared by North’s and Burghardt for 
Kimmitt to send to the Department of State, the explicit talking 
points, in fact, were added to the text of the memorandum and the 
proposed cable covering the increased U.S. assistance and “condi- 
tionality.” 

Poindexter, however, when reviewing the document (presumably- 
prior to its reaching McFarlane and notwithstanding the President 
approval of such a course of action the previous day), appears to 
have decided to drop the language on “conditionality” both from 
the text of the memo going to State transmitting the President’s 
letter to Suazo as well as from the proposed cable to negroponte. 
The langauge is stricken in both places with the marginal notes 
from “JP”: “Go back to State’s original talking points. Add that we 
want VP to also discuss this matter with Suazo.” 

This document was also identified as a System II document 
under file 90166. 

Neither White House records nor Committee records show that 
this document was delivered to the Committees. It was first pro- 
duced to the Independent Counsel in the summer of 1988 as part of 
the bulk copying of files in North’s office. It was found in a file des- 
ignated “February, 1985 Chron,” and had the signed copy of the 
February 19, 1985 memorandum and a copy of the February 22, 
1985 memorandum (See below) stapled to it. (See the description of 
document 2, above.) It did not come to the Independent Counsel as 
a result of any other file search. 

As stated above, the original or this memorandum was located in 
May, 1989, at the Reagan presidential library stapled together with 
the originals of the February 19th and 22nd memoranda. 

(4) A February 22, 1985 Memorandum for Robert C. McFarlane 
from Raymond F. Burghardt, asking for approval of a Kimmitt to 
State Department memo conveying the presidential letter to Suazo 
and for authorization to take it to Ambassador Negroponte for 
passing to Suazo. (Appendix F) The text of the Kimmitt to State memo- 
randum is not attached, but Burghardt notes it is consistent with 
Poindexter’s instructions that the memo reflect State’s originally 
proposed talking points. The approve/disapprove blanks are not 
checked. 

The document is marked as a “System II 90166 Add-on,” denot- 
ing that it is being added to a previously-established System II file. 

Neither the records of the Committees or those of the White 
House reflect delivery of this particular document to the Commit- 
tees. The Independent Counsel first obtained this document as a 
result of the bulk copying of North’s office files accomplished in 
the summer of 1988. As noted above, it was found in a file in 
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North’s office labeled “February, 1985 chron” and was stapled to a 
copy of the February 20, 1985 memorandum referred to above. The 
box in which the memorandum was found had notations indicating 
it had been opened on three occasions by FBI agents, but there 
were no notations on the document indicating that it had previous- 
ly been selected by the FBI as relevant. It was not produced to the 
Independent Counsel from any other NSC file. 

As noted heretofore, the original of this memorandum was re- 
cently found in a file at the Reagan presidential library, stapled to- 
gether with the originals of the February 19 and 20 memoranda. 

(5) A February 27, 1985 Memorandum for Shultz, Weinberger, 
Casey and Vessey from Robert C. McFarlane, implementing the 
President’s “intent” to expedite certain forms of U.S. assistance to 
Honduras by directing that appropriate actions, outlined in the 
McFarlane memorandum of February 19, 1985 (see document 2, 
above), be taken by the addressees. 'The document was signed by 
McFarlane. (See Appendix G) 

According to White House and Committee records, the Commit- 
tees did not receive the signed and dated copy of this memoran- 
dum, but received a copy of an earlier draft which was not signed. 
(See Appendix G) This came in the form of an enclosure to a North 
to McFarlane memorandum dated February 25, 1985, on the same 
subject. The draft version contained a sentence relating to CIA as- 
sistance that did not appear in the signed version. 

The signed version of the February 27, 1985 memorandum was 
first produced as a result of the discovery searches of North’s office 
in the summer of 1988. It was located in a file marked “Honduras,” 
one of the files previously listed on the inventory provided the 
Committees. Recent inspection by White House representatives did 
not disclose any tabs or notations indicating this document had 
been produced as a result of the searches which occurred in 1986- 
1987. 

(6) An April 25, 1985 memorandum, presumably for the President, 
from Robert C. McFarlane, recommending a telephone call from 
the President to Suazo to reassure him, in light of the House vote 
the previous day against a $14-million aid package for the contras, 
of the Administration’s continued commitment to maintaining 
pressure on the Sandinistas and asking Suazo’s help in obtaining 
the release of a shipment of ammunition for the contras which had 
been detained by the Honduran military. At the end of the memo, 
in a section marked “Action,” there is a handwritten note, presum- 
ably written by the President, summarizing his conversation with 
Suazo. (See Appendix H) 

The memorandum was initialed by McFarlane and had a type- 
written line “cc Vice President.” 

The document was designated as a System II document file 
number 90447. 

According to White House and Committee records, the Commit- 
tees received a different version of this memorandum on May 19, 
1987 (See Appendix H). It was apparently an earlier draft which 
was undated (at the top) and was not initialed by McFarlane. It did 
not contain the typewritten line “cc Vice President,” nor did it 
show the handwritten note of the President. It should be recog- 
nized, however, that, notwithstanding the failure to receive the 
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final version of the memorandum with presidential notations, the 
(Committees were advised that the recommended telephone call 
had, in fact, been made, and that the President had requested 
Suazo’s help in obtaining a release of the ammunition. This conver- 
sation was also reflected in the excerpts of the presidential diary 
entries reviewed by senior staff of the (Committees. 

The Independent (Counsel initially received the same version as 
the Committees. The more complete version described above was 
produced as part of the North discovery searches in the summer of 
1988. This document came from an NSC file marked “McFarlane 
chron,” which was part of the Room 302 files (but not those belong- 
ing to North). The box in which the memorandum was located had 
notations indicating it had been opened on three occasions in 1987 
by FBI agents, but the memorandum itself had no notations indi- 
cating it had been pulled as relevant. The file in question had also 
been identified on the inventory of Room 302 files identified to the 
Committees on June 9, 1987. 

DOCUMENT RELATING TO RECONNAISSANCE OVERFLIGHTS 

The seventh document at issue related to a later time period and 
a different subject. Dated October 30, 1985, this was a memoran- 
dum from North to McFarlane asking him to discuss with the 
President and seek his approval for special reconnaissance over- 
flights of Nicaragua by U.S. aircraft. (Appendix I) In the “approve” 
line, there appear the initials “JP” and a notation “President ap- 
proved.” Attached to the memo is a note typed on what appears to 
be a National Security Council note pad, apparently from North to 
McFarlane, encouraging McFarlane also to tell the President that 
“we intend to air-drop this intelligence (from the reconnaissance 
flights) to two Resistance units . . . along with two Honduran pro- 
vided 106 recoilless rifles to sink one or both of the arms carriers 
which show up in the photograph. . .” 

The document carried a notation as a System IV document with 
file number NSC/ICS-401276. 

This document had a notation on its cover sheet indicating it was 
pulled by the FBI from the North office files on March 31, 1987. 
The document together with the accompanying note was, in fact, 
produced to the Independent Counsel early in the investigation. A 
second copy was produced as a result of the bulk copying of North 
office files in the summer of 1988. 

The records of the Iran-Contra Committees do not reflect receipt 
of this document or the attached note, nor do key staff recall it. 
White House records do, however, show that both the document (one 
page of which had redactions) and attached note were listed as part 
of a series of documents provided the Committees by letter trans- 
mital of April 24, 1987. White House staff produced a receipt 
signed by the Senate security director taking possession of the files 
in question. 

According to the White House representatives involved in pre- 
paring the transmittal memoranda, the lists of documents being 
transmitted were compiled during this period by two military sup- 
port personnel, one who was an attorney and another who was an 
administrative specialist. The stacks of copies put aside for 



40 


each Committee, reproduced with White House Counsel tracking 
sheets, were gone through by these military personnel. After pull- 
ing off the tracking sheets, one would read off the White House 
number on the document and place the document into the box; the 
other would record the number on an inventory sheet. Once a box 
was completed, it would be sealed for delivery by the same individ- 
uals. The inventory sheet would then be used to formulate the list 
of documents attached to each transmittal letter to the Commit- 
tees. The tracking sheets were kept as a double-check on the docu- 
ments that had been produced. 

As far as the Senate Committee procedures were concerned, each 
document received by the Committee was given a new Committee 
number which indicated its origin, was logged into its computerized 
system at the time it was received, and was placed into a chrono- 
logical file of documents from a given source. For example, all doc- 
uments received from the NSC were assigned a number beginning 
with the letter N. The first such document was assigned number 
Nl; the next document, N2, etc. Depending upon their size, the doc- 
uments would be placed in files labled N1-N4, etc., and the date 
they had been received from the White House would be annotated 
on the file cover. 

Thus, all of the documents with an “N” number which had been 
received on April 24, 1987, were readily identifiable. The October 
30, 1985 memorandum was not among them. In comparing those in 
the Committee’s files with those listed on the attachment to the 
April 24 transmittal letter, moreover, a number of additional dis- 
crepancies were evident. There were, in fact, a total of 242 num- 
bers on the list representing a document or documents being trans- 
mitted. A comparison of these numbers against those entered into 
the Committee’s files on that date shows a total of 24 documents 
listed in the White House letter which were not among those re- 
ceived by the Committees on April 24, 1987. Of these, 16 were ulti- 
mately determined to have been placed in the access only file. Of 
the remaining eight, two had previously been provided the Com- 
mittees under a different number. Six of the numbers — all encom- 
passed in the same line from the transmittal list — could not be lo- 
cated at all in the Committee’s files. Among them was the October 
30, 1985 memorandum. (The SSCI examined the five additional doc- 
uments in the same line which were not provided to the Commit- 
tees, and found all to have been unclassified memoranda relating 
to pending legislation.) 

All of this suggests that at a minimum, there was a problem 
with this particular shipment of documents. Clearly, the fact that 
documents identified by 16 numbers on the transmittal list were 
not included in the box is not consistent with the manner in which 
White House documents were normally packed and shipped to the 
Committees. Determinations to place documents in the “access 
only’’ file were ordinarily made by White House Counsel prior to 
their being copied and packed for the Committees. The fact that a 
transmittal list showing the documents was prepared suggests that 
the determination to place a number of the documents into the 
“access only’’ file was made after the documents had been prepared 
for delivery. It also casts doubts upon the reliability of the April 24 
transmittal list in general. 
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The Senate Committee did not routinely confirm that all docu- 
ments listed in White House transmittal letters were, in fact, in 
the box that was signed for and, in this case, no question was ap- 
parently raised with regard to the missing documents. (This flaw in 
the Senate procedures came about primarily because initial ship- 
ments from the Executive branch did not come with transmittal 
lists to check against. When such lists began to be provided, the 
Senate Committee did not itself routinely check against them. Doc- 
uments received were simply entered into the system.) 

In addition. White House records showed that the page of the 
document which contained reactions in the version provided the 
Committees was placed in unreacted form in the “access only” file, 
and was read by Senate staff. This is, in fact, confirmed by the 
notes made by the reviewing staffer. The file did not, however, con- 
tain the note attached to the memorandum. 

White House records also show that a second copy of the memo- 
randum in question without the attached note was produced as a 
result of a System IV file search in the summer of 1987. This ver- 
sion of the document was placed in the “access only” file in its en- 
tirety. White House records reflect it was read by a member, of the 
House Committee staff in September 1987. 

Finally, it appears that the memorandum was one of the System 
IV documents examined on July 23, 1987, for possible forgery by 
House Committee staffers and a professional document examiner 
(see summary above). They did not have a copy of the document 
itself, however, to use in this examination, but rather confined 
their inspection to the watermarks and stationery on which the 
document was typed. In any case, the document examiner’s notes, 
in fact, do not reflect that the note was part of the document that 
was examined. 
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April 25, 1989 


Senator David L. Boren 
Chairoan, Select Committee 
on Intelligence 
U.S. Senate 
Washington, O.C. 

Dear Mr. Chairman and Mr. Vice 

In recent weeks a number of 
evidence in the case of 
order of the Court. 


Senator William S. Cohen 
Vice Chairman, Select 
Committee on Intelligence 
U.S. Senate 
Washington, D.C. 

Chairman: 


oocuments, introduced as 

have been made public by 


It appears that at least four of these documents may not 

Committee Sn 

Secret Military Assistance to Iran and the Nicaraguan 
Opposition (hereinafter referred to as the Iran-Contra 
committee) during its investigation and heatings into the 
iran«contca affair. 


These documents include: 


le A February 19, 1985 memorandum to 
President Reagan from then National Security 
Advisor Robert HcFarlane concerning a 
proposed letter to then President Roberto 
Suazo Cordova of Honduras, apparently 
approved by President Reagan. This document 
is attached hereto as Exhibit A. 


2. A February 20, 1985 memorandum to Robert 
McFarlane from Oliver North and Raymond 
Burghardt, with attachments, and a notation 
from Admiral John Poindexter. This document 
is attached hereto as Exhibit B. 
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3. An October 30 » 1985 memorandum to Robert 
NcParlane from Oliver North, bearing a 
notation by John Poindexter indicating the 
President's approval, concerning 
reconnaissance overflights of Nicaragua, with 
attachments concerning the air-drop of 
recoilless rifles to the Nicaraguan 
resistance. This document is attached hereto 
as Exhibit C. 

4. A February 22, 198$ memorandum to Robert 
McFarlane from Raymond Burghardt seeking 
authorization to handcarry a Presidential 
letter to Ambassador Negroponte, to be passed 
on to President Suazo. This document is 
attached hereto as Exhibit D. 


It also appears that at least two other documents may 
have been provided to the Committee in a form different from 
those made public by order of the Court. 

These documents include: 

1. A February 11, 1985 memorandum to Robert 
McFarlane from Oliver North and Raymond 
Burghardt regarding a special emissary to 
Honduras to verbally brief President Suazo on 
"conditions* for expedited assistance. This 
document, .in the form made public by order 
of the Court, is attached hereto as 
Exhibit E. 

A version of this document exists in the 
Iran-Contra Committee files (identification 
number N6982). It appears to be identical to 
the document made public by order of the 
Court (Bates number ALU0086481), with three 
exceptions. One difference is that the 
version of the document made public by order 
of the Court has a National Security Council 
routing cover sheet attached, with a 
handwritten notation appearing to be from 
Admiral Poindexter to Robert McFarlane which 
reads, "Bud, We will need to decided who the 
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Emisarry will be. It should not be Motley- 
maybe Dick Walters. JP”. The version of 
the document in the Iran-Contra Committee 
files has no such cover sheet attached. A 
second difference is that the document made 
public by order of the Court contains a 
handwritten check mark on the "Approve" line 
on page two of the document. This 
handwritten check mark does not appear on the 
version of the document which is In the 
Iran-Contra Committee files. A third 
difference is in an attachment to the 
document. The attachment is a memorandum to 
Secretaries Shultz and Weinberger ^ Director 
Casey and General Vessey^ describing an 
agreement that "expedited military 
deliveries# economic funding, and enhanced 
ClA activities should be offered privately as 
an incentive to the Bondurans for their 
continued support to those in jeopardy along 
the border. Obviously this part of the 
message should not be contained in a written 
document, but rather delivered verbally by a 
discreet emissary." The version of the 
document made public by order of the Court is 
dated February 12, 1985 and signed by Robert 
McFarlane. The version of the document which 
is in the Iran-Contra Committee files is 
undated and unsigned. 

2. An April 25, 1985 memorandum from Robert 
HcPaclane recommending a telephone call from 
President Reagan to President Suazo. This 
document, in the form made public by order of 
the Court, is attached hereto as Exhibit F. 

A version of this document exists in the 
Iran-Contra Committee files (identification 
number N40220). It appears to be identical 
to the document made public by order of the 
Court (Bates number ALU0097413), with two 
exceptions. One difference is that on page 
two of the document made public by order of 
the Court there are what appear to be 
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President Reagan’s handwritten notations made 
during or after his telephone conversation 
with President Suazo. These notations do not 
appear on the version of the document which 
is in the Iran-Contra Committee's files. A 
second difference is that on page one of the 
document made public by order of the Court# 
there are the typewritten words *cc Vice 
President* and what appear to be McParlane’s 
initials *RCM*. These notations do not 
appear on the version of the document which 
is in the Iran-Contra Committee files. 

The version of these two documents now in the Iran-Contra - 
Committee files were not made public by that Committee during 
its investigation and thus were not declassified. Since they 
remain classified they cannot at this time be made public. 

They are in the possession and control of your committee and we 
encourage you to arrange for their declassification and release 
as soon as possible. 

The discrepancies between the documents provided to the 
Iran-Contra Committee and those made public by order of the 
Court, represented by these six documents, were uncovered in a 
brief staff inquiry. We have no way of knowing whether there 
are other documents which were not provided to the Committee or 
were provided in a form different from those made public by 
order of the Court, we have no way of knowing. whether there 
are other documents which were not provided to the Committee or 
were provided in a form different from those provided to the 
parties in the pending case, but not made public by order of 
the Court. We also have no way of knowing whether there are 
still other documents which were not provided to the Committee 
or to the parties to the pending case. 

These six documents ace sufficient to raise questions about 
the procedures followed by the executive branch in providing 
documents to the Iran-contra Committee and the completeness of 
its compliance with agreements on the provision of documents. 

Moreover, some of these documents bear on the conduct of 
U.S. foreign policy in Central America during the period 
between February, 1985 and October, 1985, and raise questions 
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regarding the activities of government officials in possible 
efforts to circumvent the provisions of the law. 

We are writing to request that the Senate Select Committee 
on Intelligence conduct an immediate review to determine 
whether any documents were not provided to the Iran-Contra 
Committee, or were provided in a form different from other 
versions of those documents; the identity of such documents, if 
any; and the circumstances under which such documents, if any, 
were not provided or were provided in a different form. We 
urge that all relevant participants be required to appear 
before the Committee, under oath if necessary. Upon the 
completion of your review, a full report should be made to the 
Senate. 



J. Mitchell 



nouye 


Warren ^udman 
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WAlMIMOTOd DC 20 tl^ 44 ri 


#89-1602 


April 27, 1989 


Honorable George J. Mitchell 
Majority Leader 
U.S. Senate 

Washington, D.C. 20510 
Dear Hr. Majority Leader: 

We are in receipt of your letter of April 25, 1989, 
requesting that the Select Committee on Intelligence (SSCI) 
review whether certain documents relating to the Iran-Contra 
affair may have been improperly withheld from, or may have 
been provided in a materially different form to, the Select - 
Committee on Secret Military Assistance to Iran and the 
Nicaraguan Opposition (the Iran-Contra Committee). 

We share your belief, and that of Senators Inouye and 
Rudman, that Congress must determine from papers filed with 
the Court, whether and, if so, to what extent, the Executive 
branch failed to provide documents pertinent to the 
Iran-Contra Inquiry conducted during the 100th Congress. 

Therefore, in accordance with your request, the SSCI 
will undertake such a review immediately. It is our intent to 
begin with the documents which were released to the public 
during the course of the North trial, including the six 
documents identified in your letter. We will attempt to 
identify those documents which may not have been provided to 
the Iran-Contra Comittee, or which may have been provided in 
a materially-dif ferent form, and will attempt to find out how 
and why this may have occurred. This review will be directed 
at the staff level by SSCI General Counsel L. Britt Snider, 
who, as you know, participated in the work of the Iran Contra 
Committee. 

After we have completed this review and analysis, we 
will provide the results to you, as well as to Senators 
Inouye and Rudman. with this information, we will be able to 
determine how best to proceed on this important matter. 

We believe that we share with you the ultimate goal of 
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Page Two 

Honorable George J. Mitchell 


providing to the Senate as a whole an explanation of this 
matter. We intend to proceed in a businesslike and non- 
partisan fashion. If you have any questions or comments 
regarding this approach, please let us know. 



David L. Boren 

ChA 4 rm»n 



Vice Chairman 
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\1EMORaN3U.'-'. 


bhUHhl 


- national SECLRITV COLNCIL 


SYSTEM ;v 

NSC/ICS-4C:::: 

Follow-cn 


February 11, 1985 

SECRET 

ACTION 


MEMORANDUM FOR 
FROM: 


SUBJECT: 


ROBERT C. MCFARLA^ 

OLIVER L. NORTHW' /y( 

RAyMONO F. BURGHARl^/y 

Approach to th« Hon^rans regarding the Nicaracuar. 
Resistance 


/ 


Attached at Tab I is a memo from you to Secretaries Shultz 
Weinberger, Director Casey, and General Vessey asking their 
concurrence in a revised Presidential letter to President Suazo 
of Honduras (Tab A) . your memo also requests their agreement in 
a strategy for enticing the Hondurans to greater support for the 
Nicaraguan resistance. 

Since the CPPG met on Thursday, February 7, the original letter 
has undergone significant revision. State had proposed changes 
(Tab II) which would lin)( the letter to our on>geing dialogue 
with Honduras. Sines the Hondurans tend to view all Issues in 
the context of that dialogue, we removed the reference to our 
continued discussions on the security relationship. Without 
referring directly to the freedom fighters and what we asking of 
them, we also re*inserted reference to continued support for 
’these who struggle for freedom and democracy.* Moreau, 

Armitage, and Michel have agreed to the version of the letter at 
Tab A. 

The CPPG principals slso agreed that we should include several 
other enticements to the Hondurans for their continued support to 
the resistance. Such support will be incressingly more difficult 
for them as the build-up ecross their border progresses. The dia 
now antieipetes (Tab III) that as many as 60,000 Sandinlsta 
troops will be involved in the ettsc)i against the resistance. 
Given this ^rest to Honduras, Defense has prepared a list of 
military items on order by Honduras for which we can expedite 
delivery (Tab IV) . The CIA la also prepared to enhance its 
covert support to Honduras^ 


SECRET 

Declassify: OADR 


SECRET 
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SECRET 

SECRET 2 


The only incentive on which we heve net yet reached agreement is 
the quantity and timing of a release on currently withheld ESF 
assistance to Honduras. We have proposed a release of up to 
$7SM from the S174M currently embargoed awaiting Honduran tax and 
monetary reform. We believe that it will be nearly impossible 
for the Hondurans to agree to many of these measures prior to 
their November elections. We, therefore, have proposed a phased 
release of a portion of ESF to coincide with the visit of an 
emissary (next week) , the Vice President's stop in Honduras 
(March 14), and President Suaso's Hay visit to Washington. Tosr 
memo (Tab I) encourages the prompt resolution of this matter. 

The CPPG was in agreement that transmission of the letter (Tab A) 
should be closely followed by the visit of an emissary who -will 
verbally brief the ‘conditions* attached to the expedited 
deliveries, ESF, and enhanced CIA support. For obvious reasons, 
we would not wish to Include this detail in any written 
correspondence. It should be noted that on the last tirip 
(January 30-31), the Hondurans agreed to— and implemented-- four 
out of the five requests regarding the resistance. 

RECOMMENOATIOW 

That you sign and trai^it the memo at Tab I with Tab A attached. 

Approve (✓ Disapprove 


Attachments 

Tab I - McFarlane Memo to Shultz/Weinberger/Casey/Vessey 
Tab A - Presidential letter to President Suaso 
Tab II - State Department Input 

Tab ZZZ - Excerpt from DZA Brief to CJCS dtd Feb II, 1985 
Tab ZV - Defense List of Items for Expedited Delivery to 
Honduras 


SECRET 


SECRET 


ALU0086432 
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0\_V-/fAC. I 

THE WHITE HOUSE 
waSminC'O'^ 


SYSTiy :v 
Nsc/:cs-- 

Follcw-or. 


February 12, 1985 


MEMORANDW FOR THE HONORABLE GEORGE P. SBDLTZ 
The Secretary of State 

THE HONORABLE CASPAR W. WEINBERGER 
The Secretary of Defense 

THE HONORABLE WILLIAM J. CASEY 
The Director of Central Intelligence 

GENERAL JOHN W. VESSEV, JR. 

Chaiman, Joint Chiefs of Staff 

SUBJECT: Approach to the Bocdurans regarding Nicaraguan 

Military Build-up (S) 


At the February 7, CPPG meeting, it was agreed that the 
significant military build-up on the Honduran/Nicaraguan border 
poses a considerable threat to those engaged in an effort to 
achieve democracy in Nicaragua. The group concurred in an 
approach to the Hondurans which includes the following elements: 

— a letter from President Reagan to President Suaxo indicating 
our commitment to continued support for the Nicaraguan 
resistance and to the -defense of Honduran sovereignty: 

— expedited deliveries of security assistance items which the 
Hondurans have ordered from the O.S.: 

— release of sosie portion of O.S. economic assistance funds 
which have, up to now, been withheld pending Honduran 
agreement to certain Internal reforms,- and: 

— increased support from the CIA on se](pral projects being 
conducted by the Agency la 


The CPPC recommended that the expedited military deliveries, 
economic fondiag, aad enhanced CIA activities should be offered 
privately as an incentive to the Bonduraae for their continued 
support to those in jeopardy along the border. Obviously this 
part of the message should not be contained in a written 
document, but rather delivered verbelly by a discreet emissary. 
(S) 


SECRET 

Declassify: OADR 


SECRET 
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SECRET 


OtUKLI 

2 


At thi* point, tha taxt of tha lattar at Tab A hat baan agreed to 
by the CPPG principals. Oefensa has prepared a list of those 
security assistance iteas for which delivery can be expedited. 

The CIA has also^dentifiad. areas in which they can enhance their 
current support^_ . 

I I understand that 

a release of up to S7SM in ESF is beinQ i&flildered. In this 
regard, it is wall recognized that tha Hondurans have not been as 
responsive as we would desire in their econonic refoms. 
Nevertheless, our economic support prior to their elections 
should reflect the urgent situation which exists on the Honduran 
border and the recognition that our ESF is our most important 
leverage. (S) 

If you agree, we will have the attached letter signed by the 
President and prepared for delivery via the Ambassador. Our 
emissary would then proceed to Tegucigalpa for a follow>on 
discussion with the Hondurans regarding our expectations along 
the border. (S) ' 



Attachment 

Tab A - Presidential letter to President Suaze 


SECRET 


SECRET 
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SECRET 


THC white HOLSt 
w^SHI.MCTOK 


Dear Mr. Preaidaat: ~ 

In my Stat* of ttia Union Beataq* of Fabruary 6, 

I mada clear tha priority wa giva to Cantral 
America and our determinatloa to continue to 
support freedom wherever It may be under siege. 

I reaffirmed our deep conviction in support of the 
cause of tha Nicaraguan fraadom fighters i and 
I called upon the Congress to continue all facets 
of our assistance to Central America. 

The recent evidence of a growing concentration of 
Nicaraguan forces near your border and Nicaragua's 
record of past incursions giva rise to serious 
concern. In view of this. X want strongly to 
reaffirm the messaga which X ashed my National 
Security Advisor to giva to you directly during his 
visit to Honduras several weeks ago. Our coamitmest 
under existing treaties to tha defense of Honduran 
sovereignty is clear. As wa face tha challenges 
ahead, we must continue to work together to achieve 
our common objectives of dasMcracy, well-being, and 
security in your country and throughout Cantral 
America. X hope that your government will continue 
to do all in its powar to support those who struggle 
for freedom and democracy. 2 look forward to an 
opportunity to discuss our mutual commitment to 
liberty in Central America during your visit to 
Washington in May. 


Bis Excellency 
Dr. Boberto Suaso Cordova 
President of the Republic of Honduras 
Tegucigalpa 


SECRET 


ALU00364 
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secret/sehsitive 


Lnitfd -dies Dcpjfirnfnt of ^laif 
Wathinfun. D-C. 20i20 1064 

February 8, 1985 


MEMOBAHDUM FOR HR. ROBERT C. MCFARLANE 
THE WHITE HOUSE 


SUBJECT: Honduran Support for Anti-Sandiniitas 


Attached la a draft letter from the President to President 
Suazo of Honduras, aa agreed upon the February 7 CPPG meeting. 
Upon receipt of White House clearance, the Department proposes 
to forvard the letter telegraphically to President Suazo via 
our Embassy at Tegucigalpa, with the signed original to 
follow. 


Nicholas Platt 
Executive Secretary 


Attachment: 

As Stated. 


secret/sehsitive 
OECL i OADR 
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PROPOSED LETTER FROM PRESIDENT REAGAN TO PRESIDENT S’JAIO 


Dear Mr. Pr«*ident: 

In my State of the Union measage of February i, I made 
clear the priority we give to Central America and our 
determination to continue to support freedom wherever it may be 
under aeige. I reaffirmed our deep conviction in support of 
the cause of the Nicaraguan freedom fighters* and 1 called upon 
the Congress to continue all facets of out assistance to 
Central America. 

The recent evidence of a growing concentration of 
Nicaraguan forces near your border and Nicaragua's record of 
past incursions gives rise to serious concern. In view of this 
I want strongly to reaffirm the message which I asked my 
National Security Advisor to give to you directly during his 
visit to Honduras several weeks ago. Our commitment under 
existing treaties to the defense of Honduran sovereignty is 
clear. As we face the challenges ahesd« we must continue to 
work together to achieve our common objectives of democracy > 


SECRET/SENSITXVS 
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well-being, and security in your country and tnrougnout central 
America. I believe the dialogue on ways to continue our close 
cooperation and improve relations nas been well launched, i 
look forward to further progress and an opportunity to continue 
this important dialogue during youx visit to Washington later 
t'-.is spring. 


Sincerely, 


Ronald Reagan 


SECRET/SEHSITIVE 
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memorandum 

~ SYSTEM IV 

VSUWMae-vw. NSC/ICS-40200 

NATIONAL SECURITY COUNCIL Follow-on 


February 11, 1985 

■ -Q^rnyr — 


ACTION 



MEMORANDUM FOR 
FROM: 


SUBJECT: 


ROBERT C. HCFARLm 

OtlVER L. MORTHI^ 
RAYMOND F. BURSI 


HARB^ 


Approach to tho Honurana rogardln^ tha Nicara^ 
Raaiatanca ' 


Attached at Tab I la a nano from you to Sacratariaa Shulta and 
Wainbarqer, Director Caaay, and Canaral Vaaaay aaklng their 
concurrence in a revised Presidential letter to President Suaze 
ot Honduras (Tab A) . Your nemo also requests their aqraaaent i 
a strategy for enticing the Hondurans to greater support for ti 
Nicaraguan resistance. 

Since the CPPG met on Thursday, February 7, the original lettei 
has undergone significant revision. State had proposed change: 
(Tab III which would link the latter to our en>golng dialogue 
with Honduras r Since tha Hondurans tend to view all issues in 
the context of that dialogue, we reswved the reference to our 
continued discussions on the security relationship, without 
referring directly to the freedoei fighters and what we asking ( 
them, we also re-inserted reference to continued support for 
'those who struggle for freedoei and des»cracy.* Moreau, 
Armitage, and Michel have agreed to the version of tha letter i 
Tab A. 


Tha CPPG principals also agreed that we should include several 
other entlceaents to tho Hondurans for their continued support 
the resistance. Such support will be increasingly sore diffict 
for thou as the build-up across their border progresses. The I 
now anticipates (Tab III) that as many as (0,000 Sandinlsta 
troops will be involved in the attack against the resistance. 
Given this threat to Honduras, Defense has prepared a list of 
military items on order by Honduras for which we can expedite 


delivery (Tab IV) . The CIA. 
covert support to Honduras 


repared to enhance its 
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iniiSWSBBtft 



The or.ly incentive on which we have not yet reached agreement is 
the quantity and timing of a release on currently withheld £SF 
assistance to Honduras. We have proposed a release of up to 
$7SM from the S174M currently embargoed awaiting Honduran tax and 
monetary reform. He believe that it will be nearly Impossible 
for the Hondurans to agree to many of these measures prior to 
their November. elections. He, therefore, have proposed a phased 
release of a portion of ESF to coincide with the visit of an 
emissary (next week), the Vice President's stop in Honduras 
(March 14), and President Suaxe's May visit to Hashington. i;:.. 
memo (Tab I) encourages the prompt resolution of this aattsr. 

The CPPG was in agreement that transmission of the letter (Tab A 
should be closely followed by the visit of an emissary who will 
verbally brief the ‘conditions* attached to the expedited 
deliveries, ESF, and enhanced CIA support. For obvious reasons, 
we would not wish to include this detail in any written 
correspondence. It should be noted that on the last trip 
(January 30-31) , the Hondurans agreed to— and implemented--four 
out of the five requests regarding the resistance. 

RECOMMENDATION 


That you sign and transmit the memo at Tab I with Tab A attached 
Approve Disapprove 


Attachments 

Tab I - McFarlane Memo to Shultx/Heinberger/Casey/Vessey 
Tab A - Presidential letter to President Suazc 
Tab II - State Department Input 

Tab. Ill - Excerpt from DXA Brief to CJCS dtd Feb 11, 19B5 
Tab IV - Defense List of Items for Expedited Delivery to 
Honduras 


■ 1 
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THC WHITE MOUSE 
waSminC^On 


SYSTEM IV 

NSC/1CS-4020I 

Tollow-on 


KEMORWJDUM FOR THE HONORABLE GEORGE P. SHULTZ 
The Secretary of State 

THE HONORABLE CASPAR W. HEIMBERCER 
The Secretary of Oefeaae 

THE HONORABLE WILLIAM 3 . CASEY 
The Director of Central Intelliqenee 

GENERAL JOHN W. VESSEY, JR. 

Chairman, Joint Chiefs of Staff 

SUBJECT: Approach to the Hendurana regarding Micaxagnan 

Military Build-up (S) 


At the February 7 , CPPG meeting, it waa agreed that the 
aignificant military build-up on the Bohduran/Nicaraguan berde 
poiea a conaiderable threat to thoae engaged in an effort ts 
achieve democracy in Nicaragua. The group concurred in an 
approach to the Hondurans which includes the following element 


— a letter from President Reagan to President Suate indieat 
our coisnitmant to continued support for the Nicaraguan 
resistance and to the defense of Honduran sovereignty; 

— expedited deliveries of security assistance items which t 
Hondurans have ordered from the U.S.; 


release of some portion of O.S. economic assistance fundi 
which have, up to now, been withheld pending Honduran 
agreement to certain internal reforms, and; 


increased support from the CIA on sey 
conducted by the Agency in Honduras 



The CPPG recommended that the expedited military deliveries, 
economic funding, and enhanced CIA activities should be offen 
privately as an incentive to the Hondurans for their contlnue< 
support to those in jeopardy along the border. Obviously thi 
part of the message should not be contained in a written 
document, but rather delivered verbally by a discrete emissar 
(S) 


Declassify; OAOR 


UNttftSaittED 
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^^ndSrltand tn«t 

a ralaaaa of up to S7SM in ESr i* b*ing eoSlid«r*d. 
xeqard, it it wall racoqniiad that tha Hondutant hawa not baan at 
ratponaiva at wa would daaira in thair aconomic ratorma. 
Navarthalaaa, our aeonoiaic aupport prior to ttair 
ahould raflact tha urgant aituation which axiata on tha Honduran 
bordar and tha raeognition that our tST it our seat laportant 
levarage. (S) - 

If you agraa, wa will hawa tha attaehad lattar aignad by tha 
Praaident and praparad for dalivary via tha Aabaatador. ^ 
emiaaary would than procaad to Tagucigalpa for a follow-on 
di scuta ion with the Hondurant ragarding our axpectationa along 
Che border. (S) 


Attaehinant 
Tab A 


Praaidantlal lattar to Praaident Suaio 
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THE white HOISE 

»\SHISCTON 


Dear Mr. Preiident; 

In my State of the Union meeaage of February 6, 

1 made clear the priority we give to Central 
America end our deteralnation to continue to 
support freedom wherever it may be under seige. 

I reaffirmed our deep conviction in support of th« 
cause of the Nicaraguan freedom fighters i and 
I called upon the Congress to continue all facets 
of our assistance to Central America. 

The recent evidence of a growing concentration of 
Nicaraguan forces near your border and Nicaragua' i 
record of past incursions givss rise to ssrioua 
concern. In view of this, I want strongly to 
reaffirm the message which I ashed ry National 
Security Advisor to give to you directly during h 
visit to Honduras several weeks ago. Our cenanitm 
under existing treaties to the defense of Hondura 
sovereignty is clear. As we face the challenges 
ahead, we must continue to work together to aehie 
our common objectives of democracy, well-being, a 
security in your country and throughout Central 
America. 1 hope that your government will contir 
to do all in its power to support thoss who strut 
for freedom and democracy. I look forward to an 
opportunity to discuss our mutual eoimnitment to 
liberty in Central America during your visit to 
Washington in Nay. 


His Excellency 

Dr. Roberto Suazo Cordova 

President of the Republic of Honduras 

Tegucigalpa 


UNSBBSfflED 
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S/S:8S0 3929 



United States Department of State 
tFathinfion. D.C. 20SX 1064 



ME.MOMSOUM FOU MR. ROBERT C. 

THE WHITE HOUSE 


February 8 , 


MCFARLASE 


198S 


SUBJECT: Honduran Support for Anti-Sandinistaa 


Attached is a draft letter from the President to President 
Suaio of Honduras, as agreed upon the February 7 CPPG meeting. 
Upon receipt of white House clearance, the Department proposes 
to forward the letter telegraphically to President Suaxo via 
our Embassy at Tegucigalpa, with the signed original to 
follow. 


Nicholas Platt 
Executive Secretary 


Attachment: 

As stated. 
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UNCLASSIFIED 

PROPOSED LETTER FROM PRESIDENT REAGAN TO PRESIDENT SUAZO 


Dear Mr. President: 

In my State of the Union message of Feoiuary 6, 1 made 
clear the priority we give to Central Aacrica and oui 
determination to continue to support freedom wherever it may oe 
under seige. 1 reaffirmed our deep conviction in support of 
the cause of the Nicaraguan freedom fighters* and 1 called upon 
the Congress to continue all facets of our assistance to 
Central America. 

The recent evidence of a growing concentration of 
Nicaraguan forces near your border and Nicaragua's record of 
past incursions gives rise to serious concern. In view of this 
I want strongly to reaffirm the message which I asked my 
National Security Advisor to give to you directly during his 
visit to Honduras several weeks ago. Our commitment under 
existing treaties to Che defense of Honduran sovereignty is 
clear. As we face the challenges ahead, we must continue to 
work together to achieve our conuaon objectives of democracy. 


^DEci^dXbR 
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UNCLASSIFIED 

well-being, and accuricy in your country and througaout Central 
Aaerica. I believe tbe dialogue on ways to continue our close 
cooperation and inprove relations has been well launched. I 
look forward to further progress and an opportunity to continue 
t.ns important dialogue during your visit to Washington later 
this spring. 

Sincerely, 


Donald Deagan 


UNCetSSIfiEO 
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uNiftassiFiEB'^ 

NICARAGUA: iimATr frttrriM]^ 

[(MAP) IN N1CARAG.ua. GURING LAT£ JANUARlf, ROTH THE 
SANDINISTA ARHY ANO FUN INSURGENTS CONCENTRATED ON RESUPPLY 
EFFORTS AS THE FIGHTING TEMPORARUY SLOWED ANO COMBAT 
ACTIVITY SHIFTED WESTWARD. 




uNCLASS^^Mnp 

MGC 2 


NICARAGUA; UPDAIT^SKCei^ 


[REGARDING THE INSURGENTS. THEIR CURRENT STRENGTHS ARE 
SHOWN HERE (Bfi). NEITHER THE FRS NOR THE TWO INDIAN 6R0URS 
POSE ANT SlGNlflCANT THREAT TO THE RESIHE. IN THAT REGARD, 
THE FRS' LOST THEIR ONLY HELICOPTER LAST WEEK, FURTHER 
OIHINISHING ITS CAPABILITIES AND PRESENCE IN THE SOUTH. ' 


WITH REGARDS TO THE FDN, APPROXIHATELY S.OOO • 6,000 
F3N INSURGENTS REMAIN IN HONDURAS FOR RESUPPLY ACTIVITY. BUT 
HAVE REPORTEDLY MOVED CLOSER TO THE BORDER IN PREPARATION FOR 



CGNFERENCE, FON leaders REPORTEDLY STATED THEIR LDNG-TERM 
CONCERN HAS SECURING A STEADY SOURCE OF SUPPLIES AND 
INSURING THEIR DISTRIBUTION. AT PRESENT, FDN AIR ASSETS 
ARE REPORTEDLY PARALYZED AND THE FDN IS RELYING ON LOCALLY 
CHARTERED AIRCRAFT TO ASSIST IN RESUPPLY EFFORTS. 3 
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NICARAGUA: UPDATE [IIUeN J ^ 


WORKING PAP! 
IIFEI 85 
TAGE 9 . 

I 


[ ] 


[NOWEVER. SUE TO RESTRICTIONS *T THE OWNERS, THESE 
AIRCRAFT HAVE MADE VERT FEW TRIPS INTO NICARAGUA. AOOITIONAU 
THE INTERNATIONAL ARHS SELLERS WITH WHOH THE FOR DEALS 00 NOT 
appear able to deliver prepaid ITENS DN SCHEDULE, 

WHILE 

CAPTURING HUNITIONS FROM THE SANOINISTAS. IT HAS NOT BEEN 
S.FFICIENT TO MAINTAIN THE LEVEL OF COMBAT THAT EXISTS. 


MEANWHILE, EFFORTS TO UNITE THE DIVERGENT INSURGENT 
GROUPS CONTINUE. POLITICAL OPPOSITION LEADER ARTURO CRUZ CPHt 
IS R^PpRTEOLT WORKINS.TO BRING TOGETHER INSURGENT LEADERS AT A CONFERENCE 
IN SAN JOSE AT THE ENO OF THIS MONTH AND HILL SHORTLY ISSUE A 
OECLARATION OF OPPOSITION PRINCIPLES SIGNED BY BOTH POLITICAL 
AND INSURGENT LEADERS.] 


CONT 
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:r::r 

fASE 4 

i 

KICARAGUA; UPDA TE 


C(«B)OVERAU. the fighting IS EXPECTED TD INTENSIFY IN THE 
COMING NEEXS AS THE SANDINISTAS LAUNCH THEIR PLANNED OFFENSIVE. 
although THEIR troops REPORTEDLY 'STILL SUFFER FROM LOM MORALE 
[ ] POOR TRAINING. THIS OFFENSIVE COULD RESULT IN INCIDENTS 

OF HOT PURSUIT AND CONTINUED SMALL-SCALE CROSS-RORDER RAIDS. 
THE POSSIBILITY OF A MAJOR THRUST INTO HONDURAS CANNOT BE 
ilSCOUNTED, BUT IS UNLINELY.J 



WORKING PAPERS 
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otUKtT 

THE white HOLSE 


r«bru*ry 19,. 1383 


3gCMT SraSITIVI 

ACTIOM 


HZMORAMOUM TOR TRZ PRUIOtMT 
FROM: 

SUSJZCTi 


ROBtRt C. MCFARUkKZ^^C^ 

Approach to tho Bondurana ragardla? tha Niear* 3 \:s 

Raalatanea 


laiuo 


What approach would boat latva our Intaraata in eeswlnein? tha 
Bondurana to continua thalr auppert for tha MlearaTuan raaiatano 
fereaa? 

faeta 

In raeant waaka tha Bondurana hava baan axpxaaalnf Incraaalng 
anxlaty evar tha praaanea of larqa nuabara of FOB fraadea 
fifhtara ^atharad on thair aeutham berdar. whila thay hava 
ceatlnuad thalr support to tha FOM, thara la Ineraasln? avtdanea 
that tha Sandinlataa ara aakln^ avary affort to Intlaldata tha 
Hondurans into caatlnf thalr aaslstanea to tha frsadoa flshtari. 
Tha XntalllHanea Comunlty attlaataa that batwaan 40»(0,000 
Sandlnlsta soldlars ara yatharad la nerthara Mlearafua with tha 
alaalen of crlppllnH tha raalatanea la tha naxt 80 days, wa 
axpaet that thara will bo laeraasla« nuabara of artlllary and 
roekat attacks Into Boaduraa tarrltory. Quick *la and out* raldi 
by Sandlnlsta apaclal troops « possibly oslnQ thalr naw BIBS 
hallceptarSf ara llkaly. Thasa awants could wall causa tha 
Bondurana to rawarsa thalr raeant daclslon to continua support 
for tha raalatanea. 

PlseuaaloB I 

The CTfQ obaronad on fabruary T, to eonsldar tha davalopoanta 
daseribed*lbpTO. Tbo froup OBsaad that wo should aaka an 
approach <b tho londurana which anphaslsos our eeenltaant to 
thalr sewarslfBty and prowldas Incaatlwas for than to paralat in 
aiding tha fraadea flfhtars. Tha Qsoup further sfraad that tha 
Ineantlvas should Ineludai 

— tha ralaass of seas aeonoale support (wa ars currently 

wlthholdlnQ dlabursaaant of S174M until tha Bondurana ce«it 
to eortalB aeonoale rafocBli 


SCCRXT 

Oeelasslfyi OADR 


SECRET 


A L U01 01 


ee Vice PraiiitTt 
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- btCRET 

SECRIT 2 StNS 


«xp«dlt*d ««eurity •■•litanc* dalivaritt (tha Rendurant ha< 
axparlanead cenaldarabla dalay in raeaivin^ a nunbar ai 
icaaa which wa could pcovida «o thaa fcea euc eparatin; 
atocka)> and 

anhaneanants to axlatin^ CIA pcoqraaa^ 


Tha 9roup fucthar afraad that our eenltaaat to thalr fovarai-gnt: 
should ba includad in a lattar froa you to Prasidaat Suato and 
that your lattar should also addraaa tha aattar o< tha casistanei 
in vary fanaral tana. This lattar is attachad at Tab A. vith-' 
your approval this lattar will ba tala«raphieally transmittad to 
our Aabasaador for dalivary to Praatdaat Suase. 

rollowlny ay racant trip to tha rapion, ona e< *y staff had vary 
privata aaatlnf with a auabar of theaa who ara vary clesa to 
Suaso. This saatinf apparaatly rasultad in tha londurana 
ravarsinf thair statad iatantion to withdraw support frea tha 
fraadoa fifhtars and ferca thaa back into Hiearagua— aany of whoa 
would hava baan witheot araa or a^ipnaat. Tha CPPO aqraad that 
an aaissary should ayaia preoaad to Hoaduraa earryinp tha sipnad 
copy of your lattar aa4« ia a aaeoad Matiap, vary privately 
axplaia our critaria (or tho axpoditad oeeaoale support, sacurity 
asaistanca dalivariaa. and anhaaead CZA aupport. 


Kaco—aadationa 


OK £o 

^ 


1. That you slpn tha lattar at Tab A and 
approva its talapraphie trana»iaaion. 

3. That you author iaa ua to proeaad aa 
OQtlinad abowa. 


Attaehaaot 

Tab A - Lattar to Praaidaat Suaao 


Praparad byt 
Olivar L. Merth 
Rayaoad t. Burphirdt 


SECRET 


nuoio" -- 


scys:T:vf 


StCMT 
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OC.OKLI 


THE WHITE HOUSE 

wiaHINCTON 


D«ar Mr. ?rasld«nti 

In ay Stat* of tM« Onion Maitf* of rabruary 6, 

I uda eloar tha priority wa plva to Cantral 
Aaariea and our datarminatien to eentlnua to 
•uppert fraadoa wharavar it aay ba undar alaqa. 

I raaffixaad our daap oonvietien in auppert of th. 
eauia of tba Viearaquan fraadea flqhtarat and 
I eallad upon tha Conqraaa to eentinua all faeata 
of our aaaiatanea to Cantral Aaarlea. 

Tba racant avldanea of a qrowlnp eoncantration of 
Miearaquan foreaa naar year border and liearaqua* > 
record of paat ineuraieaa give riaa to aarieua 
eoneara. In view of thia. I want ttrengly to 
raaffixa tha aaataga which 1 aakad ay fatienal* 
■aeurity Xdviaer to giwa to you directly daring hi 
wiait to lenduraa aavaral waaka age. Our eoM^^aa 
under aaiatlng traatiaa to tha dafanaa of lendarar 
aowaraignty ia clear. Aa wa face tha challangaa 
ahaad« wa auat eentinua to work together to achiev 
ear ceaMoa ehjaetivaa of daaeeraey, wall^balng, ar. 
aaeority ia your ceuatry aad throughout Central 
iaarica. X hope that year gowarnaant will cantl- 
to do all la Ita power to aupport theaa who atruf^ 
for fraadoa aad daMocraey. X look forward to aa 
oppertuaity to diacuaa our autual eruiUuant to 
lihorty ia Caatral Aaariea during your wiait to 
Haohla^ea ia Nay. 


lin taeallaney 
Br. haharte Suate Cerdewa 
Pra aidant of the hapuhlle of Benduraa 
Tegucigalpa 


SECRET 
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stew 
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THE white HOLSE 
vilHlacTOH 
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SEMSlT:-n 


HZMOKAMOUM FOt 

rtOMi 

SUSJXCTi 


THZ PUSietMT 


ROIEtT C. MCr. 


AJUAKt^C^ 


Approach to tho Bonduraao ropardiof tho Mleartr^ 

toils caaeo 


2*ouo 

Nhat approach veald boot larvo ear Intarasts la conviacla^ tht 
Bonduraas to coatlaao chair support ter tha Mlearafuaa raalstaAc 
fereaa? 


Tacts 

Za racoat waaka tho floaduraas have baaa oxprssalap lacraaslap ' 
anxiety ovar tha prasanca of larpo auabors of TDM fraadea 
flfhtara yatharad oa thalr aoathara berdar. Whila thay hava 
eoatlauad thair aappert to tha TBM, thara is iaeraaslap sTldaaca 
that tha Caadlalstas ata aakla^ aaary oZtert to latlaldata tha 
Bonduraas iato eaasta« thalr asslstaaea to tha fraadeo flfbtacs. 
Tha tatalllTsaea Cosanalty astlaataa that batwaoa 40>(0,000 
Saadlalsta seldlar* ara fsthorad ia aerthara Blearsfua with tha 
alaslea of erlppllaf tha roslstanea ia tha aoxt <0 days. Ms 
azpaet that thara viX-1 ba laeraaslaT auabors of artlUaty ud 
reckat attacks iato Boadaraa territory. Quick *ia and out raldi 
by Saadlaista special troops, poositoXy usia« thair aaw IZBD 
hoXieoptars# ara XikoXy. These araats could wall causa tho 
Boaduraaa to rcTarsa thair rocaat dacisioa to ceatinua support 
for tho rasistiaM. 


Piseuasioa 


Tho CfN aoayaaod oa Tabruary 7, to coasidar tha dovalopoaats 
doaerllMd'^m. Tho freup ayraad that wa should a^ aa 
approach to "the loaduxans which aapbasisas our cocaitaoat to 
thair soworaifaty and urewidas iacaatiwas for than *®.P*”i** 
aidiaf tha fraadea fichtsrs. Tha froup further aproad that ths 
iacaativas should iacludat 


tha relaasa of seaa ocenooic support (va art currently 

withholdiaT disbursaaant of I174K until tha Bondurans ce_.. 
to cartaia aconeoic rofosBlt 


stew 

Daclaasifyt OASh 


SECRET 


u«oioi8i;^ 


sens:t:-.i 


ce vice Prstil**- 
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StCMT 2 $P>SIT;v 


«xp«dl^d Micurity 4t«l<t«ne« dalivarlat tth« lesdurtnt tu ~ 
•xp«riane«d eeatidartbla dalay la raealTln^ a auabar of 
Itaaa wUeA va csuid pxavida to thaa fiea ear eparatlng 
atoeXai t aad 

aahaneaaaati to axl^atinf CZA proqrMat/^ 


Tha freup furttar ayraad that our eomitaaat to thalr tevaraigat 
should ba ineludad la a lattas froa you to txaaidaat Saase and 
that your lattar aheuld alao addroas tho aattax of tha saaiatane 
ia vary ^aaaral taxaa. This lattar la attaehad at Tab A. with 
your approval this lattar will bo talayrapbleally traaaalttad to 
our iabaaaador for dallvary to Proaldaat Suato. 

rellewlaf «y raeaat trip to tho rofioa, oao of ay staff had vary 
privata aaatlaf with a mabar of thoaa who aro vary cloaa to 
huaaoi This aaatiaq apparaatly raaultad la tha leadursaa 
xavaraiaa thalr atatad lataatloa-to withdraw support from tha 
fraadea flfhtara aad forea thaa back lata llearayua— aaay of wha 
would hava boon without arms or a^iulpaaat. Tha OfC agraad that 
aa aaisaary should afala proeaad to loaduraa earryUf tha algnad 
copy of your lattar aad. ia a aaeoad aaatiay. vary prlvataly 
azplala our erltaria for tho aatpadltod oeoBoade auppett. aaeurlt} 
aaaiatahca dolivariat. aad aahaaoad CXA support. 

KaeeMiadatioaa 

!S . 

1. That you alfa tha lattar at Tab A and 

approva its talopraphie trtasalsaloB. 

a. That you authoriia ua to proeaad as 
t outliaad abeva. 


Proparad byi 
Olivar Ii. North 
Aayuend r. Burthardt 

Attaehsaat 

Tab A - Lattar to Proaidaat Suato 

ALUO iCl 2 



sicmr 


SECRET 
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oc.or\c. l 


TKZ VHtTK HOUSE 

WAiMtMCTOM 


0 ««r Mr. ?rasld*a«i 

Xa ay Stata a< tha Oalen aaaaafa of fabruary «, 

X aada elaax tha priority wa yiva to Caatral 
Aaariea aad our datoraiaatioa to eeatiaao to 
aupport fraadea wharavar it aay ba sadar aia^a. 

X raadSiraad our daap eoavietioa ia aupport et tba 
eaoaa of tba Mieartfuaa fraadea fightarat tad 
X eallad tpoa tha Coayraaa to eeatiaua all faeata 
of our aaaiataaea to Caatral Aaariea. 

Tba raeaat avidaaea of a yrowiap eoaeaatratiea of 
Mlearapuaa fereaa aaar yoox bordar aad Rieara^ua’a 
raeard of paat iaearaioaa fiTo riaa to aarieoa 
eooeara. Xa Tiow of tbia* Z waat atroayly to 
raaffiza tba aotaafo wbleb X aakad ay Vatieaal 
Saeofity Adaiaor to «iao to yea diraetly dnxiaf bia 
aiait to Eoadoraa aovaral aooka a«e. Onz eoBir: 
oadar axiatiay traatiaa to tbo dafaaao of leadtraa 
aoaaraiyaty ia elaax. Xa «• face tbo eballaayaa 
aboad« wo Boat eeatiaao to work toyatbor to aebiowe 
ear eeaoMa ebjoetitroa of daaeeraeyi waU>boia«, aad 
aoeozity ia year eooatry aad tbxooffboat Coatral ^ 
Aaoxiea. X*'bepo that your feaanaoat will eoatiava 
to do all ia ita power to sopport tbeao wbo atraypla 
for froodea aad daaoeraey. Z look forward to aa 
eppertoait^ to diseoaa ear Botaal rn—ttoant to 
libortr ib Coatral Aaariea doriof year wiait to 
vaabiaftoa ia May. 

a 


lia beallaney 
Dr. Eoborto Inase Cerdera 
Praaidaat ef tbo Eapoblie of Beadoraa 
T09aei«alpa 


SECRET 
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MEMORANDUM 


SYSTEM :: 
S 016 « 


SECRET 

national security council 

F«bnt«ry IS, DtS 


SECIKT srSSITTVE 

Acriow 


hemoramdum rox XOXCRT C. MCFAXL^ 

FROM I OLmX t. HOXT#^ 

RAYMOHD F. SORGSARSC^y 

SUBJECT I >xa«lS«nttal L«ttar tie Rratidant Suaso of Bendurts 


Attaehad at Tab I la a aaao fro* you to tha Rxasidant asking him 
to appreya tha traaamlaslon of a lattas to Rraaldant Suaao 
<Tab A) . Thla lattar raauXta frea tha CfK aaotlnf of Fabruary 7 
and la eoneurrad la by ail partlaa. At tha C9RG aaatlnif 4 ail 
aqraad that eonditloaa aioaf tha londuxan/lllearaguaA bordar 
raqulrad aa approach that ineiadao tha foiiewlaf aiaaanta* la '• 
additloa to tha iattaxi 


axpaditad aeoaomie aaalataaea (partial ral aa of aoaa of 
tha $174N la BSr cnrraatly wlthhald ) t 


haatanad dalivary of O.t. aacariky aaalataaeo itaaui 
(earraatly la ahort aapply ia ■enduraa)i 


aahaaead 



froa tha CXA 


c 


riaally, all participaata a«raad that a apaelal aaiiaaary aheuld 
dallTar a rary priyata, bat elaax« aaaaapa to thoaa eloaaat to 
Suaso that OUT axpaditlay thaaa itaas is eoaditieaal oa eeatinuad 
loaduraa support for tha raaiataaea. OSS, JCS, aad CXA all 
apraod with this approach. 


Stata Bofanaaat latarpoaad ao ohjaetiea to this preeaduxo at tha 
CPM^ assoyor, aiaea than ARA has elaarly iadieatad that thay do 
aot 4Mlsvto haya aa aaissary, that thara ia ao aaad to aaplaln 
tha 'SoaAltloaality,* aad that tha axpaditad ralaaaa of aay tSF 
is 'probably too hard.* 


Tour aaao to tha Praaidaat (Tab Z) asks hia to appteva tha 
approach oedorsad by tha CPfC. Ia tha ayaat that you would 
prafor altamatiya tactics, a aaao frc« you to Sacratary Shulti 
is attachad at tab XX. Stata* a aest racaat input ia attaehad at 

A\.'J010*814 


SBCXST 

Daciasaifyi OAOk 


SECRET 


srxsiTTvr 



StC«T 


SECRET 

2 srssi?:-. 


MeOWttHOATIOM 

Th*t you laltlol forward your mmao to tho froaidant at Tab 
Approvo Btaapprowo _____ 


Attaetoonta 
tab X 

Tab XX 
Tab XXX 


Neraxlaao Hamo to tbo Ptoaldoat 
Tab A - Uttar to Praaldaat Suaao 
Ncrarlaao Noao to Sbulta _ _ _ 

Platt Naao to NcParlaao of Pobruary 14 • 


l»l! 
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MXMORANOUM 







NATIONAL SECUlllTY COUNCIL 
Fabruary IS, 198S 


ACTION 


SYS1 
901S« 


8 IN61 T 1V 


MEMORANDUM FOR ROBERT C- HCFAJO,^ 
FROM: OLIVER L. NORTIT 


0«assiltoo/n«>>M 

under orwisions or E O 
J»y It Jowison. Nattonei Secu:Jv .iijr'iJ 


SUBJECT: 


RAYMOND fa BURCHARD^T/ 

Fraaldantial Laatar tie Fraaidaat Suaxo of Bender 


Attachad at Tab I la a aaao txom you to tha Fraaldant asking hU 
to appreva tha transaiaaion of a latter to frasidant Suase 
(Tab A) . This latter results froa tha CPPC aaatlng of February 
and Is concurred in by all parties. At tha CPPC aaatlng, all 
agreed that conditions along tha Benduran/Nlcaraguan border 
required an approach that includes tha following aleaants. In 
addition to tha latter i 

— expedited aeonoaie assistaneo (partial rslaasa of soma of 
tha S174M in ESF currently withheld); 


— hastened delivery of O.f. security assistance Iteas 
(currently la short supply la Eonduras) ; 



Finally, all participants agreed that a special emissary should 
deliver a very private, but clear, Mssage to these closest to 
Suaxo that our expediting these items is conditional on centinui 
Honduran support for the resistance. OSD, JCS, and CIA all 
agreed with this approach. 

State Department Interposed no objection to this procedura at t) 
CPPG. However, since than ARA has clearly Indicated that they < 
not desire to have an emissary, that there it no need to explaii 
tha ‘conditionality,* and that tha expedited ralaaaa of any ESP 
is 'probably too hard.* 


Your mano to the President (Tab Z) asks him to approve tha 
approach endorsed by tha CPPC. In the event that you would 
prefer alternative tactics, a memo from you to Secretary Shultz 
1* attached at Tab II. State's most recent input is attached at 
Tab HI. . 

,oF 

niiAtiiccanicni .. 
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sBon w — i — a aiciTm, 


RZCOMMtMDATIOH 

That you Initial and doxvard your aaso to tha Pxaaidant at Tab : 
Approva Sisappreva 


Attachaanti 

Tab I - Mefarlana Mamo to tha Pratidant 

Tab A - Lattar to Praaidant Suato 
Tab II • Mefarlana Mama to Shultz 

Tab III - Platt Maao to McFazlaaa of Pabruary 14, 1985 







94 


MEMORANDUM 

THE white house 

WAtMINCTON 

ACTION 


SYSTEM I 
90166 

S IMSITH t. 


MEMORANDUM FOR THE PRESIDENT 
FROM: ROBERT C. McFARLAME 


SUBJECT: 

1»1U« 


AppreRfih to tb* HondurtAR ragardlng th« Nieaxagu< 

Ratiatanea 


What approach %rauld baat aarva oox intaraata In convincing the 
Honduxana to continua thaix auppert fox tha Nicaraguan xaaiatan' 
foxcaa? 

Facta 


Jn racant waaka tha Honduxana hava baan axpraaaing incraaaing 
anxiaty over tha praaanca of larga nuabara of FDN fraadoa 
flghtara gatharad on thaix aoutham bordar. Whila thay hava 
continuad thaix aupport to tha FDN, thara ia incraaaing avidanc 
that tha Sandlnlataa ara making avary affort to intiad.data tha 
Honduxana into caaalng thaix aaaiatanca to tha fxaadom flghtara 
Tha Intalllganea Community astimataa that batwaan 40-60,000 
Sandlniata aoldiaxs axa gatharad in northarn Nicaragua with t 
miaaion of crippling tha xaaiataaca in tha naxt 60 days. Na 
axpact that thara will ba incraaaing numbara of artillary and 
reckat attacks into Honduran territory. Quick *in and out* 
raids by Sandlnista spacial troops, possibly using thair naw 
HIND halicoptars, ara likaly. Thasa avants could trail causa 
tha Hondurans to ravarsa thair racant daeision to continua 
support for tha rasistanca. 

Discussion 

Tha CPPC convanad on Fabruary 7, to considar tha davalopmants 
descrlbad abova. Tha group agraad that wa should maka an 
approach to tha Hondurans which amphasiras our cossBitmant to 
their sovaraignty and provides incantives for than to parsist 
in aiding tha fraadoa: fightars. Tha group racomnandad that the 
ineentlvas should Includat 

— the ralaasa of soma aeonomie support (wo ara currently 
withholding dlsbursamant of S174M until tha Hondurans com: 
to certain economic reform) i 

— expedited security assistance dalivarles (the Hondurans h< 
exporlancad considerable delay in racaiving a number of 
items which wa could provide to them from our operating 
stocks) : and 


.-■^a 


■< Dwom 
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Th* CTTG further propotad that our ceaBltaont to thalr 
tovaraignty ahould ba laeludad ia a lattar fro* you to Praaldar 
Suazo and that your lattar (Tab Al should also addrass tha aatt 
of tha raslstaaea in vary ganaral tazaa. Ones you approva, this 
lattar will ba talagraphleally traaaaittad to our Aabaasadoz fox 
dalivary to Praaidant Suaao. 

Following ay raeant trip to tha ragioa, ona of ay staff had van 
privata aaating with a nuabar of thoaa who aza vary elosa to 
Suazo. This aaating apparantly raaultad in tha Bendurans 
ravarsing thair atatad Intantion to withdraw support froa t^ 
fraadoa fightars and forea thaa back into Miearagua— aany of whe 
would hava baan without aras or aquipaant. Tha CPFC agraad that 
an aaisaary ahould again preeaad to Honduras carrying tha slgna< 
copy of your lattar and, in a sacond aaating, vary privataly 
axplain our critaria for tha axpaditad acenoaie support, saeuri' 
asaiatanca dalivarias, and anhancad CZA support. 

Although thara was unaniooua agraaaant at tha CPPC, *iBca that 
tiaa tha Stata Dapartaant has apparantly raconsidarad its 
position. Stata now baliavas thara is no nacassity for 
axplicitly linking tha axpaditad ralaasa of assistanea to 
Honduran eooparation, with tha Nicaraguan rasisMnea. Stata 
tharafora prafars that tha lattar ba handlad only by Aabassador 
Nagroponta, that no fraadoa fightar issuas ba raiaad, and that 
no spacial aaissary ba dispatchad. 

On tha basis of ay own visit to Honduras last aonth, I continua 
to baliava that it would ba vary usaful for ona of ay staff to 
undarlina for thosa elosa to fuaso, tha iaportanca wa attach t 
continued halp for tha fraadoa fightars. 


Hacoimiiandatiens 
OK No 

1 . That you sign tha lattar at Tab A and 

approva its talagraphie transaission. 

___ 2. That you authoriia us to proeaad as tha 

CPPC originally proposed, including tha 

dispatch of an aaissary. 

Prepared by : 

Oliver L. North 
Rayaond P. Burghai 

Attachaent 

Tab A - Latter _to_ PMSidan^ Suaso^ 
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TMC WMITK House 

WAtHIMOTON 


SYSTtM 12 


90166 


M£MORANOUM FOR THE HONORABLE GEORGE P. SHULTZ 
Th« Sacratary of Sta-ta 

SUBJECT: Praaidantial Lattar to Praaldant Suato of Hendurt 


In accord vith your aamorandua of Fabruary 14, Cha taxt of the 
Prealdantlal lattar to Preaidant Suaxo ia approved for 
tranaolaaion to Aaibaaaador Nagroponta. The cable to John 
Nagroponte ahould ba aodlfiad to note that the original -will be 
delivered by a apaelal envoy. 'tS^ 

The Prealdant'a latter ia intended aa a atraightforvard appeal ■ 
Preaident Suaxo to continue hie aupport for theaa who atruggle 
for freedom and democracy in Central America. Me want Praaldan 
Suaxo to focua on thla iaaua rather than other mattera on our 
bilateral agenda. Thua, the talking pointa in paragrapha 3. a. 
and 3.b. of the propoaed cable tfould be more relevant to aepar* 
diacuaalona by Ambaaaador Nagroponte and our bilateral comia- 
and ahould, therefore, not be included in thia cable. >81^ 

At the February 7 CPPG, all agreed that we ahould provide 
additional Incentivea to the Hondurana for their cooperation, 
waa further agreed that theae incentivea ahould include the 
releaae of aome eeenemie aupport, expedited aeeurity aaaiatanee 
dallveriea, and enhanced CZA aupport— and that the criteria for 
thia delivery ahould be explained by a apecial envoy. At thla 
point, wo are awaiting only a final determination on the amount 
and timing of the releaae of a tranche of SSF. Once thia haa 
been decided, we ahould diapatch our envoy to carefully explain 
the linkage between our additional aupport and the critical lax 
of Honduran performance in backing the cauae of liberty in 
Central America. 1(81^ 
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United State* Defutineat of Sut 
Sbtiinpon. D.C X5X 

February 14, 1965 


fUMOBAMODM FOJt lU. BOBUT C. MCFABLAMB 
THE WHITE BOOSE 


Subject: Pieaideatial Maaaage to Prenidant Suaao of Honduraa 


Attached ia a draft cable wltb the agreed test of e letter 
from the Preaident to Preaident Sueao of Honduraa together with 
talking pointa on the Nicaraguan nilitery buildup end bilateral 
iaaues for uae by our Aabaaaador in Tegucigalpa. The cable 
covera the pointa agreed upon at the February 7 CPPC neeting on 
Honduraa. 

Pleaae advlae when the letter ia aigned by the Preaident. 
Alao, your concurrence in the propoaed talking pointa ia 
regueated. Finally, we would appreciate being inforned about 
the propoaed aubaequent viait by a apeclal envoy. 


^Nicbolaa wtt 
Baecutive Sedfetary 


Attachnant: 

Aa~ Stated. 



99-533 - 89 - 5 
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mEMGRaNOL'^I 


SECRE i 

national SECLRITY COLNCIL 


r«bru«ry 20. IHS 



SENSITI.T 


mimoramoom roil robcm c. mctarijm 

OllVXIl t. WORTH r 
RAYMOHD r. iUROHARW/ 


rROM: 

301JXCT: 


Pr«ild*nti*l Lattar fto Praaidant Suaxe of Hondara; 


Par inatruetlona Item ASK Pelndascar, a HiXBltt to Platt »a»o 
(Tab Z) haa baan praparad ra^ardlap tha Ptaaldantial lattar to 

Et; fS; 

4rii“S:ea^^rrriiir3itb 

?Si"52nd«.« b5^ Racial a*iaa.ry. Tba orl,inal pacR.pa i. 
attaehad at Tab ZZ. 

Our otlalnal objaetlvaa la havla« aa aalaaary dallvar thla 
•aata^a wara at followai 

.. pretaetien 

5is:t: ”«s: s~ 

?sTS5'a: 

”:‘«.na.itt.d ir. will «. ;i:3S\*caii 

u;“ t’UtujJ sji:r5ras -5S". « li 

- >««repoata. oho vlU ba eallad opoa to taat^y dutinq 

stEa5r5i*^si~ ~ ■ 

Mlearagua. 


it ia 
C.R. 

in 


SECMT 

Oaelaaaifyt OAD» 


SECRET 


StNSIT-.'.T 
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SECRET 

stCMT 2 SEvs:r:.-- 


In fhort, th« dacliien to preeood without tn •alifory plaeai hot 
Amb Naqroponto and ,our hopos with tha Mill at ineraaiad jaepardy 
Wa atlll ballava that our original coneapt of an aaltaary ii tha 
propar way In which to proeaad. 

RICOKmWOATIOH 

That you dlaeuia thlt aattar with Saeratary Shultr ualnq tha 
pelnta abeva and not dispatch tha aaae at Tab 1. 

Approva ____ Olaappceva 


AttachJsanti 

X 

Tab XX 


KUaltt Maao to Matt 

Tab A - Kodlflad Cabla to AKZXB Tafuclpalpa 
Original Paekaga P01« e< Pabruary 19. 1*15 


SECRET 


stNs:r:vt 
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SECRET 

s Y s T t.*. 1 ; 

N»TIQN*l SICUOITV COuxCIU 5C .66 

WASNiMaTOM. 0-C. IBM 


Stem 


kshodanouh roll mi. nichous piatt 
Cxteutiv* Saeratary 

SUBJECT: Praildantlal Lattar to Praildant Suaie of Honduras 

(C) 


2n accord with your oassorandua of Tabruary 14, tha attaehad 
aodlElad tart ei tha fraaldantlal lattar to Praaldant Suaro is 
approvad Sor tranialaalon to Aabaaaador Hafroponta. IS) 
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SECRET 


SECHIT 



Th* Prttidknt »*■ dlractad that w« withdraw fres 

military atettka for. our own fereaa eartain eritieal tacuri 
atiiftanea itala^ which hava baan erdarad by your araad 
foreaa. 


rinally. tha CIA haa 
iti axiatina proaraaa| 


Inatruetad to anhanea aavaral ot 


libbart M. Elaaltt 
tsaeutlva Saeratary 


Attaehaant 
Tab A 


Nodi f lad Cabla to AMSMB Taquelfalpa 


SECRET 


StCHXT 
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is SISSITr'.t 

LniieJ iuit! Dtpjnmfru of :;n- 

TailtiHfun. D.C. .'Oj.’O *90' 56 


rabruary 14 , ISIS 


SECRgT/StWSITIVt 


HCHORANOUH rOR HR. ROBERT C. HCrXRLANt 
THB WHITE HOUSE 


Subjaet: Ptaiidanti*! H«ii49« to Ptoaldont Suato of Hondutt* 


AttacBod la a draEt eabla with tha a 9 t««d tott of a lattat 
froa tBa Praaidant to Ptaiidant Suato of Hondutaa tOBatnac witn 
talkiBO pointa on tna Mlcara^uan allltaty buildup and bilatatal 
laauaa foe uaa by out Aaoaaaadot In Taquelqalpa. Tha eabla. 
covara tha polntl afltaad upon at tha Paotuaty 7 CPPC aaatinfl on 
Honduras. 

flaaaa adwlaa whan tha lattat la alpnad by tha Ptasldant. 
AltOf your coneuttanca in tha prepoaad talklnp points is 
raouastad. finally, wa would appraelata balnfl inforaad about 
tha ptoposad suBta^uaht visit by a apacial anvoy. 


VarNleholas If^tt 
Esaeutlva Sanataty 


Attaehaant! 

As Statad. 


SICRET/SEWSITIVt 

Diet: 6JSI 
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U r\ i b ; \ , 


SECRET 


OTSkC 


iRi/CEN:NSSnlTM;|.EC 
i/ii/ii EXT. iHOlO 

the secretary 


ARA • LAROTLEY I S/S • 

S/S-0 - I use - 

S:*CSTANT0N j 


IRRESIATE TCfiUeifiALRA 


NOUS 


E.O. S23Sh> lECU OAtR 

TA«S< ORtC< NO 

SUlJECTi PRCSItENTXAU RESSACE 

!• X - ENTIRE TEXT 

E. arIASSASOR SHOULO seek EtRkYj 
RRESDENT SUAZO TO ICUVER TEXT 
RRESltENT RERORN. 


RPPOXNTRENT HXTH 

hr POU.OHXNC letter rror 


OUOTEI lERR RR* RRESXICNTI XN hr STRTE OP THE UNION 
RESSROE OP PEIRURRT Na X RRIE C^RR THE PRIORITY HE 6XVE 
TO CENTRAL RMRZCR RN> OUR lETEWXNRTXON TO CONTINUE TO 
SUPPORT PRIUOn •HMEREVER IT HRyJIE UNKR IIEtE> I 
RERPPXRREI OOR ICEP CONVICTION Jr support IHI the cruse op 
THE NXCRRRCUMt PREEIOn PISHTERSt RHP I CRLLE) UPON THE 
C0N6RESS TO CONtlRUE ALL PRCETS OP OUR ASSISTANCE TO 
CENTRAL AnCRXCA« 

the recent OP A SROHINS CONCENTRATION OP 

NICARAfiUAN PORCES NEAR YOUR lOROER AH> NIURACUA'S RECORI 
OP past incursions Civet RISE TO SERIOUS CONCERN. IN 
VIEH OP THIS I HANT STROHSLY TO REAPPIRN THE RESSACE 
HHICH I ASCEP nr NATIONAL SECURITY APVISOR TO CIVE TO YOU 
PIRECTLY PuRINC his visit to HONPURAS several HECKS ACO. 


iH 

NSS 

lAi. 

S/S 

S/S- 

NSC 

s^ 




SECRET 


A L u 0 1 c ■ : - : 



105 


:ec*£T I * 

ou« cenniTfltMT unje* existing tneitiei to tme jcrENiE of 
monSuMN SOVENEIGNTT is CUEiN. iS HE f*CE TmE cm*h,enge: 
iMCit, HE nUJT continue to NONK TOGETHCN to ICHIEVE OUN 
connoN otJECTivts of OEnoCNiCT. nEeL'IEIng xn» iecunity 
IN your country INt throughout central ARERICA. I hope 
THAT YOUR SOvERNRENT mill CONTINUE TO »0 ALL IN ITS ROnER 
TO SUPPORT those mho STRUGGLE fOR PREESOR ANl tEROCRACY.-^ 

Cfct LOOM fORMARt TO AN OPP ORTm iTT TO tISCUSS uUj 

s rpprtant issu rs AH> ourTSSSww** corritrent to 
OG fEN GG ♦» O EPM Ritf A MI m t PRIRI THH O P P RP R I IN 
central ARERICA lURING YOUR VISIT TO MASHZNGTON IN RAY. 

ENS OUOTE. 




J 


3 . IN tELIVERING LETTER. ARRASSAROR SNOULR RAKE 
fOLLOMiNG ORAL POINTSi 

7. me have rare significant progress on IILATERAL issues: 

— AGRCERCNT TO SURRIT RRTC GENERAL PRINCIPLES TO THE 
CONGRESS IS AN IRPORTANT STEP. 

••me are activelt exploring hhat econoric reasures mill 

ALLOM EARLT RISRURSCRCNT Of A PORTION Of TNE 0S«S RILLION 
ESf RONIES. A MASHINGTON RELEGATION HEARER IT RR. KOPP 
IS PREPARER TO CORE NEXT MEEK TO TRY TO MRAP UP AGREERENT 
HNICM MOULR ALLOM RELEASE Of A 0]S RILLION TRANCHE IN THE 
NEAR FUTURE. 

••AHUAS TARA III IS PROCEERING ON SCMERULE. ME EXPECT TO 
RIRECT ARRITIONAL U.S. NAVAL CRAFT TO PATROL Off THE 
COAST Of central ARERICA AS A RERONSTRaTION Of U.S. 
CORRITRENT TO THE REGION. I MILL IE INVITING YOU. If TOU 
HISH. AMR YOUR OFFICIALS TO VISIT THE SHIPS. 

—THE REFCNSE lEPARTRENT HAS TAKEN STEPS TO tXf»ITE 
PROCURERENT ANR RELIVERY Of. ITERS UNRER THE RILITARY 
assistance PROCRAR. 

—ME ARE MERNC in close HARRONY ON CONTARORA ISSUES. 

I. flINirUL <r’THE RESIRAilLITY Of I"' 

CONTINUCIy STRONG U-S. INTEREST X" HONRURAS. ANR ALSO Of 
THE NEEI NOT TO APPEAR INTRUSIVE IN YOUR XNTERNAL AFFAIRS 
RURING AN ELECTION YEAR. HE lELIEVE THAT A HIGH LEVEL 
VISIT MOULR SET THE PROPER *!|* 

NECESSARY PUILIC ANR POLICY FOCUS TO OUR IILATERAL 
RELATIONS. 


SECRET 





:ec*ct 


I 3 , 


••TmC HHXTC M«u:t HAS tUTMORIZC} nc TO PK9P0SC IN 
OFPICIAL NPPCIIU WIIIT TO NIXHINCTON NITM TNt JiTt Of HAY 
ON WP T> a a FOR A neCTZNC HITH PRCSItCNT RCAfiAN. 

— WC Stt TN« as AN IBPORTiNT OCCASION TO JCHONSTRaTC TO 

all tmc strcncth of u.s>«hon»uran relations, he H0UL» 

WORK CAREFULLY WITH YOU TO-ASSURE THE VISIT IS A SUCCESS 

AN» that the forbat is kept szbple* as you reruesto. 

••HE HOPE this TZBINC hill IE CONVENIENT FROB YOUR 
STANtPOINT^ HITH THE LZIERAL PARTY CONVENTION lEHINO YOU. 
AN» FROB OURS AS HELL. HITH ACTION IT THEN HELL LAUNCHEI 
IN THE CONCRESS ON KEY ELEBENTS OF THE PRESItENT'S 
RECIONAL PROCRAB. 

CTIMALLY^Z have a BESSAfiC FOR YOU FROB PRESIIENT 
REASAN. THr PRESIIENT >S LETTER EXPRESSES OUR lEEP 
CONCERN AlOUT BASSZNC OF SANSINISTA FORCES IN NORTHERN 
NICARAGUA AN! ZNIICATIONS THEY BAY PLAN NEH« CONCERTEI 
ATTACKS ON IASE CABPS OF NICARACUAN FREOOB FICHTERS. 
THERE IS INFORBATION THAT THE SANIINISTAS ARE PREPARlNfi 

TO uniertake an alL'Out effort, throuch various beans in 

THE COBZNfi HECKS. TO CLIBINATC OR SCVCRCLY lABAOC THE 
FRCEIOB FIfiHTCRS. THAT HOULI IE A TRA6ZC ILOH TO THE 
•EBOCRATIC HATES OF CENTRAL ABERICA AN> TO OUR JOINT 
CFFOHS TO ACHIEVE A RECIONAL SCTTLCBCNT AN> PRESERVE THE 
OCBOCRATIC OPTION IN NICARACUA. 

\*T IS IBPORTANT NON THAT HE PRESERVE OUR CAPACITY anTT 
|OUR POLICY OPTIONS FOR THE FUTURE.VV ^ 


SECRET ALU01018 
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SECRET 

THC WMITC mOUSC 

'nas-inOTOm 


sEcurr 




KIMOBANDUM rOB THI HOHOBABtt.JSeOBC* P. SHUITX 
Th« S«er«tA«y e( Stat* 

SUBJECT: Praaldantial Lattar to Praiidant Suate of Hondurii 

(C) 

4 ceord with your »aaorandu* of fabruary 14 » th^tast of tha 
Praaldantial lattar to Praaldant Suaio la approva^for 
tranaalaalon to Aabaaaador Maqroponta. Pha cabla aa Jjha ^ 
li aij L iiBi r*- tiftfa that fha nrlnln i l <» 4tl h a 

i l a llT i r ad tj- ~ .....y — mj 

Tha Praaldant' a lattar la intandad aa a “ 

Praaldant Suato to coatlaua hia aupMrt for thoaa who atrappla- 
for fraadea and daaooraey la Caatral Aaarlca. wa want Praaldant 
luaao to focua on thia iiaua rathar than othar aattara on our 
bilataral aaanda. Thua, tha talking petnta la paraprapha 3. a. 
and 3 b of tha propoaad cabla would ba nora ralawaat to aa parata 
dlae^ialona by ALiaHador Kaproponta co»i4iion 

and ahould, tharafora. not ba lacludad la this cabla. (I) 

rabruary 7 CPPG« all apraad that wa ahould prowlda 
■ lilt 1 1 I iiMi I I ai am I <aa to tha iondurana for thalr cooparatlon 

d!ilwarlaa, and aahaacad CxSjwSH52aa4^atth^^^ 
thla dallvary ahould ba anplalnad ^ a apattuMgr^T. *« «« 

rni"*ti-rn,r* •ts:‘5.^a::‘s 

of loadwaa parfotaanca la backlap^ tha cauaa of llbarty 1 
Baarica. 


It 


Caatzal 


(S) 
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^*''£T** security Coun<il 
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-7 
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APPENDIX F 


MEMGR \NG'. '•! 


SECRET 


j 3 S 0 3 


.national SECLRITV COLNCIL 


SVST.- ; 

50166 

Aili-c.-. 


StCRTT 
ACT I OH 


f«bn»ary 22 , 1J85 


sevs:t:v 


M£MORAMDUK FOR JtOBtllT C. MCrAUAMX 
FROM: RAYMOHO F. BURSKAJ^a^y 

SUBJECT: Praaldantial Lattar /o 


Pratldant Suaxe of Hondur 


R RXaaitt to Platt aane (Tab X) haa b«an praparad ra^ardlnq tha 
Praaldantlal lattar to Suato, por inatruetlena frea ash Polndix 
Aa inatruetad. tha aase eoneura with Stata'a originally prepot't 
talking pointa. Xf you apraa, X could carry tha eripinal to 
Tapucifalpa whan X viait thara with Mert Abroaowitx at tha and' 
naat waak. 

RECOHMIROATIOWS 

1. That you autherixa Sob xlJBltt to ai9n tha aaao to Platt at 
Tab X. 


Approva ' Dlaapprova 

2 . That you authorixa aa to handcarry tha Praaidantial lattar 
Aabaaaador Mapreponta, for paaainp to Suaxo aa ha daaaa 
appropriate. 

Approva Dlaapprova 


Attachaanta * 

Tab z - XlJBltt 
Tab A - 
Tab XX - Packapa 


Naao to Platt 

Praaidantial Itr to Praaldant Suaxo 
SOISS Add-on of Fabruaxy X0« ISIS 


000215 


SECRET 

Daciaaaifyi 


OADR 
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SECRET 


THE '‘MITE llOVSt 

*'\till^CTOS 


0«ar Hr. Ptaaldant: 

In By Stata of tha Onion aaaaaqa of Fabruary <. 

X aada elaar tha priority va qiva to Cantral 
Aaarlea and our datarsinatlon to eontlnua to 
•upport fraadoB wharavar It Bay ba undar ilaqa. 

1 raafflrvad our daap conviction In lupport of t 
cauia of the Mlcarafuan fraadoB flqhtacti and 
1 callad upon tha Con^raaa to eontlnua all fieat 
of our aaalatanea to Cantral Aaarlea. 

Tha xaeant avldanea of a yrewlnf eoneantratlon o 
Nicaraguan foreaa naar your bordar and Hlearaqua 
raeord of paat Ineuralona qlva rlaa to aarioua'' 
coneam. In vlav of thla. Z want atronqly. to 
raafflTB tha aaaaaqa which Z aakad By National 
Security Advlaor to qlva to you directly durinq 
via It to Bonduraa aavaral waaka aqo. Our ec«it 
under aalatlnq traatlaa to tha dafanaa of Sondur 
aovaralqnty la clear. Aa wa face tha challanqa* 
ahead, wa Buat continue to work toqothar to aehl 
our eoH»oa oblaetlvaa of daaecracy, wall*balnq, . 
aaeurlty la your ceuatry and throuqbout Central 
Aaarlea. I hope that your qovarnaant will contii 
to do all In ita power to aupport thoaa who atrut 
for fraadoa and daaocraey. X look forward to an 
opportunity to dlacuoa oor Butual eoaaltaant to 
liberty in Central Aaarlea durinq your vialt to 
VaablBfton la Hay. 


lla BBcalloney 
Or. Sobarto Suaio Cordova 
Praaldant of tha Mpublle of londuraa 
Taquelqalpa 
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APPENDIX G 

SECRET 

SYSTJM :v 

TMC WMITt House NSC/ICS-402004 

.WAtM<NO^OH 

rtbruAry 37. I9is 

044CI3 


StCKIT 


MEMOMNDUM ros tbs HOHOBASLZ CEOKSS f. SHULTZ 
Th« Saetatary af Stata 

THE HONOKULE CASTAS H. WEIMBZSCSS 
Tha Saezatary ei Oafanaa 

THE HOHOSAILS NZLIZAM J. CASEY 
Tha Olraetor of Cantzal laeallisanea 

GZNEItAL JOn W. VtSSET, Jl. 

Chalzaaa, Joint Chiafs of Staff 

SOBJECTt Sahaaead Support fez Beaduraa (C) 


rrotidant taapaa has eesBunleatad his parseaal eeaeoras to 
Traaidaat Suato rasardla« tha situation alonp tha southara bordfr 
of Honduras. Tha talkia« points which wort usad by Aabassador 
Hayropoata ia traasaittiaf tha Trasidant's lottsr indieatsd tnat 
wa ara alainp for aa aarly ralaasa of S3S ■lUlon ia ur and 
aapaditad proeuraaant and dolivary of ttaas uadar tha ailitary 
attistaaea proyraa. Ourinp tha CTTO daliborations on tha 
Honduran sltuatioa. it was also propesad that wa iaersass support 
tram tha oa sawaral projoots baiap eoaductad by tha Aean ev in 
Beaduraa ^ j (S) 

la erdas to iapiaaaat tha Trasidant's iatoat. wa should precaad 
as fellows oa thasa Masurosi 


tha Dapartaaat of Oaf ansa is ro^astad to eoMaaea sapoditad 
proowoasat aad dalirary of these itaas which hara bson 
osAMd by the Oeraraasat of Honduras uadar our ailitary 
asattsitna preyraa. vhara naeostary, itaas nay ba drawn 
frstf O.f. ateeks, diwartad frea assets iatsadad for othar 
eeuatrlaSf or puzehasad throuyh aeeolsratad preeurtaaat 
preeaduros. 


tha Central Xatalligaaea Ayeaey should prapara appreprista 
deeuaaatatiea iaeludiay a Nsaoraadua of Hotifleatlea (MOHI 
for aahaaeiay its preyraa in loaduras ia tha fellewiay 

areas I 


SEC SET 

oaeiassify oai OAOK 


exhimiLM 


OEFINDANT'] 

. exhu 


ccr.PFT 


000727A 
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StOKtl 


It would bo ipproelatod If tho Ooportaont of Dofaaoo and tha 
Cantral latallipanea Aqaaey would rapett on tbaaa actions by 
iuxeb 4, 1*19. (9) 


bbart C. Nerfxlaai 


SECRET 
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THE WHITE HOUSE 


Washington 


SYSTEM IV 
NSC/ICS-40200 


SECRET 


MEMORANDUM FOR THE HONORABLE GEORGE P. SHULTZ 
The Secretary of State 

THE HONORABLE CASPAR W. WEINBERGER 
. The Secretary of Defense 

THE HONORABLE WILLIAM J. CASEY 
The Director of Centre! Intelligence 

GENERAL JOHN W. VESSEY, JR. 

Chairman, Joint Chiefs of Staff 

SUBJECT: Enhanced Support for Honduras (C) 


^Yesident Reagan has communicated his personal concerns to 
President Suazo regarding the situation along the southern horde 
of Honduras. The talking points which were used by Ambassador 
Negroponte in transmitting the President's letter indicated that 
we are aiming for an early release of $35 million in ESF and 
expedited procurement and delivery of items under the military 
assistance program. During the CPPG deliberations on the 
Bonduran situation, it was alto proposed that we increase suppoi 
from the CIA on several projects being conducted by the Agency i 
HondurasfT: ^ ^S) 

In order to implement the President's intent, we should proceed 
as rollovs on these measures: 

— the Department of Defense is requested to commence expedite 
procurement and delivery of those items which have been 
ordered by the Government of Honduras under our military 
assistance program. Where necessary, items may be drawn 
from U.S. stocks, diverted from assets intended for other 
countries, or purchased through accelerated procurement 
procedures. 

the Central Intelligence Agency should prepare appropriate 
documentation including a Memorandum of Notification (MON) 
for enhancing its program in Honduras in the following 
areas: ^ 


“TioRffiKn 


Vic*5io»/ ^ace-Vc^ ty 



SECRET 


2 


It would be appreciated if the Department of Defense and the 
Central Intelligence Agency would report on these actions by 
March 4, 19B5. Once the appropriate CIA documentation has been 
drafted, a Planning and Coordination Group (PCG) meeting will be 
called to coordinate the implementation of those measures being 
conducted by the CIA. (S) 


SECRET 
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APPENDIX H 


“Ml HO LSI 


April 2S, :9IS 


SVST:y 

5 ;««- 


RteowmiDta mjtgQwt ott 


It I 


Sis tscsllsncy Sobsrto Susso Cordovs, 
frstidsnt of ths Xapublie of Hondurss 

Ttarsddy, AptU 2S, Ills 

Kobsn c. MersrUbsl^C^ 

To raasaurs ths Sendursn Sorsrnasnt Tsptrd 
oar latoatloB to soppert ths Hiesrspuss 
daaoetstle taslttsbea foteaa. 


Oas of tha aest sartoos eeasspuancas of 
Hoasa's setlOB ysstardsy is ^ dsap coriea 
it hss erastsd ia loadarss. 
sad othar hipb officials sra^^csst^s^aq'^'V 
daay asaetuary to tha mi sad ditsa tha.- 
fssistsaca foces s oa tha laaducsa botdar. 
ftis bo«Ia,,C^^“^“2L>< tha Bobdars 
Saaatal Staff teidnuteafoaobalo' that thi 
rata 'flaiahas Bobdaraa sappect.* Tba 
Beadaraa ■ilitaxy this boniap steppad a 
ahlpMBt of aamaitioB to tha m basa at 
▼apaa. 11 m aetira GOI cooparation with r. 
lopiatiea, wbleb wa hawa aaao in tha past 
■oaths, anat eoatiaaa if tha rasiataaca n 
aorvira. 


Xt ia iavoratira, tharafora, that yea aaki 
elasr tha txaeatiwa Iraaeb't political 
rn— tfaat to aaiataialaf prataoso on tha 
Saadiaiataa, rapacdlsaa of what action 
Caapraaa tahaa. Praaldaat Saaao will na» 
aoM erart sad ceaecata aifh of thia 
eoMitaoBt ia oadar to foraatall his Bill 
ia tahiap action aftiast tha m. Two 
aetiens which weald sipnal ear eesitaant 
acai 


iapeaa a trade aaharpo, astap aiths: 
XOh or tha Trade tzpaasiea Act two 
orpaatly axaaiaiap tha altarnativaa 
will aaad yea a cacoMondatioa) i inc 

dewaptada dlplcaatic relations. 

00 . 
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IContinaad...) 

«hH« «• eonaldar and prtpara for that# 
*^f*'f^* •aaaoraa, it la aaaantlal that ye 
sail froaldant Suate to raaaaura hia that 
iatand to eentlaua our inppert for tha 
fraadaa fldhtara and that yoo ara axaaini; 
aetlona for which Coaqraaaional approval - 
net raqnirad. 

1. Taatarday'a Heaaa veto for aid to tha 
Nlearafuan daaecratie raaiatanea. 

CoaBitaant to paraiat ia affert to oo 
foada frea tha Coaqraaa for eeatinuad u.s 
aoppert. 

3* Orta 001 not to taka anv aetlona whi'e; 
woold jaepardita tha atratpla for ilbarty 
daaeeraey ia Rlearagua. 
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M£M^N 


national iECLRITV COUNCIL 


, April 25, 1985 


ACTION 


i?«CeiOeel 


KEMORANOUH FOR ROBERT C. MCFARU^ 
FROM: 


SUBJECT: 


OLIVER L. NORTHK /A 
RAYMOND F . BURGHAm / 

Prasideneial Phona Call to Praaidant Roberts Sua: 
Cordova of tha Rapublic of Honduras 


Attached at Tab 1 is a naso to tha Praaidant raconmandlng that 1 
place a phone call to Praaidant Suazo. Tha maaie is 
salf-axplanatory . Talking points for tha Praaidant* a use axe 
attached at Tab A. 

RECOMMENDATION 

That you initial and forward your memo to tha Praaidant at ' 
with Tab A attached. 

Approve ____ Disapprove __ 


Attachnents 

Tab I - RaeoBMndad Talaphena Call Meae 

Tab A - Presidential Talking Points 


*™y DecaataffWuM) 

unar on»w« 01 E.O 
Oy PC JoWiw. NiQonii Socuit, CCunol 
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SYSTEM II 
90447 


ricowenoed telephome call 


TO: 


SATE: 


Hit Excellency Seber«e Suezo Cordove, 
Preeident of the Republic of Honduras 

Thursday, April 25, 1985 


RECOHMEKSEO BY: Robert C. McEarlana 

PCRPOSE: To reassure the Honduran Governaent reqardin 

our intention to support the Micaraguan 
deooeratle resistance forces. 

BACKCROSHD: One Of the oost serious consequences of the 

House's action yesterday is th^Jae^^eneara 
it has created in Honduras. 
and other high officials are ureatening^ 
deny sanctuary to the TDM and dlsam the 
resistance fo rces on the Hon duran border. 
This Doming, of the Honduran 
General Staff told Alfonso Robelo that this 
vote “finishes Honduran support.* The 
Honduran Bllitary this morning stopped a 
shlpaent of aasranition to the TDM bate at La 
Vegas. The active GOB cooperation with TDM 
logistics, which we have seen in the past tw< 
months, must continue if the resistance is ti 
survive. 

It is imperative, therefore, that you make 
clear the Executive Branch's political 
ceMitmaat to maintaining pressure on the 
Sandinistas, regardless of what action 
Congress takes. President Suaso will need 
some overt and concrete sign of this 
commitment in order to forestall his militar 
in taking action against the TDM. Two 
actions which would signal our commitment 
are I 


impose a trade embargo, using either 
lEPA or the Trade Expansion Act (we are 
urgently examining the alternatives and 
will send you a reconmendation) > and/oz 

downgrade diplraatic relations. 
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BACKGROUND : 


TOPICS OP 
DISCUSSION: 


(Continued.. .) 

While we consider and prepare for these 
specific measures, it is essential that you 
call President Suazo to reassue him that we 
intend to continue our support for the 
freedom fighters and that you are examining 
actions for which Congressional approval is 
not required. 

1. Yesterdsy's House vote for aid to the 
Nicaraguan democratic resistance. 

2. Commitment to persist in effort to obtalr 
funds from the Congress for continued D.S. 
support. 

3. Urge GOR not to take any actions which 
would jeopardize the struggle for liberty ant 
democracy in Nicaragua. 


Date of Submission: 
Action 





TALKING POINTS 


I wanted to call you regarding yefterday's vote in our Hous« 
of Representatives on funds for the Nicaraguan freedom 
fighters. 


While the vote was unfortunate, we won in our Senate and the 
vote in our House of Representatives was very close. We 
will find a way to provide funds to the freedom fighters. 


I am committed to obtaining additional financial support 
beyond what they already receive from others. As you know, 
they have substantial support from other sources. More 
supplies are now in enroute to them from these sources. 
They must be allowed to receive what is being shipped to 
them. 


I want you to know that 1 also am studying other actions in 
the economic and diplomatic areas which would increase 
pressure on Nicaragua. 

It is crucial that no action be taken which could jeoparditt 
the future of those struggling for freedom and democracy in 
Nicaragua. 

AS you know, I offered to sand our representatives to meet 
again with the Sandinistaa to press them to 
dialogue with their opposition. That o«« ^ 

on Congress approving funds for the freedom * 

now have no intention of talking with fared bv 

unless they proceed with the internal dialogue offered by 

the resistance. 

Your personal intervention is requested to ensure that the 
freedom fighters continue to receive all ^ v™ 

assistance. I know that this is not ••■y- ^ 
taken risks for democracy before and we need to be steadfast 

now* 

AS I prepare to renew the effort with our Congress, w* must 
not loao tho moaontun for tho freedom fighters. 


l aiKHA ft M itED 

■ u ^ — — 
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CONCUPPtNCt »tCOMMiWOATIQN 
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MMAAKS. 

ee: Olivar North (12 t 12) 

Jla hadxiaalcl (14) 


NSOICS CONTROL NO 


COPT NO 


handle via system IV CHANNEL 0^ 


(ZEt-ukJ 


NSC INTELLIGENCE 
DOCUMENT 
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national sicunrrr eouNCB. 

«A*«<oT»i ee MAO* 


SYSTEM :v 
NSC/ICS-40:276 


Oeteb«r 30, ISIS 


TOP SICMT COOEWOPO 

ACTIOS 

MZHOPANCUM FOK POIZXT C. MCFAJlAia 

ritoMi oirvxx l. morti 

SUBJECT: MM&aAia**ac« Ovarf lights 


Thar* la appaxantly a aajor ailtEary bui-lditp and eoabat elfanaiva 
undar way in Siearafua. Thia activity eeineidaa with a 
aifnifieant ‘eraekdcwn* on paraonal fraadeaa and tha faw 
raaaininf civil ri^hta for Micarafuan citisana. 


laat Sunday, pariahonaca wara daniad aeeaaa to thraa aajer 
ehurehaa undar previaiena e< tha asarpancy dacraa which forbid 
fraadea of attaablV, A twalva^yaar^old «irl waa tapertadly 
eruahad batwaaa two araorad vahlelaa whila thay wara plaelnf a 
cordon around ^a cathadral ia Batall, On Monday, Sandiniata 
unita ereaaad tha border late leaduraa and struck a border 
le«isties base. 

Nest Mastara press has bean ^ulotly aovad froa tha area and 
preparations are undar way for a CIMA Matiny ia Manama at which 
tha Sandiniatas are axpaetad to ask for full aaabarship. 
Baprasantativas frea State aeat with their Soviet ceuatarparta 
today, toaerrew and Friday to dlaeuas Central Aaerlean and 
Caribbean Issues. 


Tha Mlcarayuan Oaaoeratle Mslstanca has no Intslllyanea on tha 
aras buildup bains eenductad threuyb Cuba to the AtlMtle coast 
ports at Blusflald and Rsm. Soor waathsr has daniad us adayuate 
evarhaad laafsry to allew.'s full asssssaant of the aras 
dallvurad (Tab X» . Xt appears that tha Sandlnlstaa aay wall havi 
lausebod • eeneartad effort to slynlfleantly daMya tha 
Resist saas bsfera the full sffaets of ow hiaanltar la n asaiatanea 
can be fait and in such a way to eolnelda with tbs CXMA aaotiny 
and tha O.S.*Sevlst SuMlt. 


Tha Restricted Xntarayaney Croup |«X0) , eonslstiny 
frea State, CU, NSC and tha JCS, ayraad on flinty 
an uryant need for additional intalllysnes. Xt Is thsrafora 
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CODCWORD 


proposed %hst, wosthsr psraittim, SP>71 snd 0«2 sxrersft bs used 
to eellset dstsilsd lathery end signals intslUganes which will 
bsctsr allow us to assess the full iapaet of activities in the 
raeien. The SR- 71 would flvL _ 

0-2s would be used 

to overfly Nicaragua to detemine current delivery status and 
Sandinista order of battle. 


HreOMIttNPATION i 

That you use the points above to discuss this asttsr with the 
President and obtain his approval for the SR-71 and 0-3 flights 
described above. ^ yy 4 

2. 

Approve Af- Oisappreve _____ 

^ ■* ■ * 

Attaehaent 

Tab I - Intelligence ZnfecBaniea 


■ An CAA* 

4 




ALL'C 
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national ItCUUlTY COUNCIL 


Tou fhould alto tall tha Prasidant 
that wa intand to aar-drep thia 
intalli^anea to two Raaistanea units 
dapleyad along tha Rio Eaeondito, 
along with two Honduran previdad 106 
racoillaaa riflaa which will ba usad 
to fink ona or both of tha arma cart 
which ahow up in tha photograph at 
Tab 1. 

Thara ia also a ehallanga to tha Cut 
elaiaad aalina which would coineid 
with tha d.S.-Soviat talka now under 
way ia Canada. Our effort hare la ,t 
daaonatrata to tha Soviata andtour 
frianda in tha ragion that wa are 
aarieua about a daoecratie eutceaa 
in Nicaragua. Tha RIG baliavaa that 
thaaa atapa will halp to ravaraa the 
aarioua dagradatioh of aupport wa ar 
axparianeing ia Coata Rica, £1 Salve 
and Bonduraa. 
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